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DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT 
Progress Report—No. 12 


TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 27, 1951 


Coneress ofr THE UNITED States, 
Jornt CoMMITTEE ON Derense Propvucrion, 
Washington, D.C. 

The committee met, pursuant to call, at 2:30 p. m., in room 301, 
Senate Office Building, Senator Burnet R. Maybank (chairman) 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Maybank and Capehart; and Representative 
Brown (vice chairman). 

Also present: Gordon Dean, chairman, and Commissioners Sum- 
ner Pike and Keith Glennan, Atomic Energy Commission. 

Marion Boyer, general manager, Atomic Energy Commission. 

Maj. Gen. Thomas F. Farrell, assistant general manager for Manu- 
facturing; Richard W. Cook, Director, Division of Predisction Ever- 
ett L. Hollis, General Counsel; Walter J. Williams, Deputy General 
Manager; Edward J. Bloch, Director, Division of Construction and 
Supply; Carroll A. Towne and Arthur B. Dunham, Management 
Specialists; Atomic Energy Commission. 

Rear Adm. Carl H. Cotter, United States Navy, retired. 

Daniel L. O’Connor, of the firm of Sharp & O’Connor, special 
consultants to joint committee. 

The Cuarrman. The meeting will come to order. 

We have a report from Admiral Cotter. Admiral, would you please 
come to the table and take the witness seat ? 

Mr. Dean, we are glad to have you gentlemen here, and we look 
forward to asking you a few questions. 

Admiral Cotter, we shall hear from you now. 

As I understand, the report the admiral made has been cleared 
with the Atomic Energy Commission, insofar as security is concerned. 

Mr. Dean. There is nothing classified in it, I am advised, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. I understand so. 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. CARL H. COTTER, UNITED STATES 
NAVY, RETIRED 


The Cuatrman. Admiral, will you give, for the record, your full 
name, your address, your coergetee, qualifications, and so forth. 

Admiral Correr. I am Carl H. Cotter, rear admiral, C. E. C. United 
States Navy, retired; present position, president of Blythe Mills Co. 
of Puerto Rico, Inc.; and vice president of Blythe Bros. Co., of 


Charlotte, N. C. 
723 
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Senator, is there anything else you want me to state in that con- 
nection ¢ 

The Cuarmman. No. 

[ think you might summarize what you saw—instead of reading the 
report—at the Atomic Energy Commission plant where Senator Ca 
hart has visited with me, back in March before construction really 
got under way, together with Congressman Brown, who represents the 
adjoining Congressional District in Georgia. 

First of all, I would make the report a part of the record; without 
objection, the report will be made a part of the record. 

(The report referred 'to follows :) 


Rerort oN ENGINEERING AND CONSTRUCTION PHASES OF THE SAVANNAH 
River PLant or tHe Atomic Eneray Commission 


Biyrae-Mitts Co. or Puerto Rico, Inc., 
Charlotte, N. C., October 29, 1951. 
Hon. Burnet R. MaysBanx, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 

My Dear Senator: As a result of your telephone call to me at 
Wilmington, N. C., on October 17, I proceeded to Washington on 
October 18, and discussed with you, Mr. Jones, and Mr. Parsons the 
scope of an investigation of conditions prevailing at the Atomic Energy 
Commission Savannah River project near Aiken, 5. C. You asked 
that I advise your committee with particular reference to the engineer- 
ing and construction aspects of the work and you stressed the impor- 
tance of getting facts which might be helpful in evaluating various 
adverse criticisms which have been circulated in recent months. 

After leaving your office, I went to the Atomic Energy Commission 
Building and conferred with Mr. Walter Williams, Director of Pro- 
duction; Maj. Gen. Thomas Farrell, Assistant General Manager, and 
Mr. Bloch, and obtained names of certain key personnel now on 
the project site. 

I arrived in Augusta, Ga., on October 22 and was met by Mr. John 
Douglas of your committee and Mr. Richardson. We visited the proj- 
ect site the same day and interviewed Mr. Curtis Nelson, manager, 
Savannah River operation, AEC, and the following representatives of 
the prime contractor, E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.: Robert 
K. Mason, field project manager; Frank A. Mackie, construction; 
and Gilbert Church, engineering. 

The cooperation extended by these representatives of the AEC and 
of the prime contractor was complete in every detail. Numerous 
questions pertinent to organization, policies, and progress from both 
engineering and construction viewpoints were promptly and fully 
answered and supported by carefully maintained graphs and other 
records. An extended field inspection of work accomplished and work 
in progress was made October 23 and every opportunity was afforded 
to obtain factual information. 

At the outset it should be noted that the H-bomb project of the 
Atomic Energy Commission now under construction in the vicinity 
of Aiken, S. C., taken as a whole, is probably unprecedented in — 
nitude, cost, speed of construction, and complexity. In the early 
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stages of most large construction projects complaints and rumors are 
often broadcast, and sometimes published. Some are without founda- 
tion and based on lack of rar negers A Others may be pertinent, 
and justified. The project at Aiken, within an area of over 300 square 
miles, is not an exception and despite rumors and complaints, manage- 
ment must utilize all its resources, skill, and energy to meet its objec- 
tive at a time when there is an abnormal existing demand and a heavy 

tential demand for defense construction; a tremendous expansion in 
industrial plants, public housing, and other forms of construction; 
and resultant shortage of various classes of labor, stressed transporta- 
tion facilities, and pronounced scarcity of critical material. Under 
these conditions any construction job is costly. All that can be 
expected is intelligent organization, administration of the work, and 
unrelenting effort on the part of all personnel to reduce construction 
costs, improve over-all efficiency, and achieve usable completion of 
the project within the shortest possible time. 

Under norma! circumstances, a construction project could be more 
economically achieved by competitive bids among selected and com- 
— contractors. This system, however, requires preparation, 

efore advertising, of detailed plans and specifications. In this case, 
conditions are not normal, security requirements must be centralized, 
time is of the essence, and the delay incident to preparation of detailed 
plans and specifications could not be considered. Furthermore, fre- 
pe changes in designs during construction on aceount of rapid 

evelopments in research would involve delays, and also difficulties 
in determination of added costs. The only practical alternative is 
the one adopted at Aiken, where the responsibility of design and 
construction on an actual cost-plus-a-nominal-fee basis has been 
entrusted to one experienced and competent prime contractor. Such 
an organization can perform a large portion of the work by force 
account, and award subcontracts on a unit price, lump-sum, or fixed- 
fee basis as plans and specifications are developed for various special- 
ties in the several areas, and as other conditions may warrant. 

During the field inspection and during interviews with representa- 
tives of management, factual information was obtained on organiza- 
tional set-up, methods of executing design and construction, and 
various other matters necessary for a proper evaluation of the efficiency 
of the operation. These are now discussed in some detail. 


ORGANIZATION 


The prime contractor is E. 1. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc. It 
has unlimited resources, the required specialized experience, and well- 
trained technical and construction personnel. At Wilmington, Del., 
the headquarters of the company, there is a force of 1,800 technical 
and scientific employees. Of this number some 200 are engaged prac- 
tically full time on basic design and research incident to the develop- 
ment of plans for the Savannah River project. In addition, contracts 
have been made with various specialty firms of consulting engineers 
for advice and plans on power development, water treatment, sani- 
tation, and manufacturing processes. Full advantage is taken of the 
facilities maintained by the Federal Government to obtain data on 
rainfall, atmospheric phenomena, soil conditions, etc. ‘The Corps of 
Engineers, United States Army, is handling land acquisition, borings 
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to determine subsoil conditions, and grouting operations where these 

are required. 

The company has at present over 20 large projects under active 
study and construction and accordingly, from the large force em- 
ployed at Wilmington, specialists can be drawn as required for any 
particular phase of the Savannah River project. 

On the site, there is a supervisory group of approximately 80 du 
Pont employees representing conservatively 1,500 years of construc- 
tion experience and these men have an average service of from 10 to 
15 years each with the du Pont organization. In addition some 800 
are employed in the technical and field engineering group throughout 
the several areas. 

The general supervisory organization is housed in temporary build- 
ings of steel which will have a high salvage value. They are well 
planned to facilitate communication and to minimize the time and 
distance required in normal transactions of business between depart- 
ments. They are well hghted and well equipped. The IBM record 
system is utilized in the interests of speed, accuracy, and economy. 

The lay-out of temporary construction facilities in each of the 
major areas shows evidence of careful foresight and intelligent plan- 
ning. Buildings are for the most part of light steel. The lay-out 
which includes the usual shops, offices, warehouses, compressor sta- 
tions, etc., are served by railroad connections to minimize handling 
costs and to expedite deliveries and shipments. These are identical 
for each of the major areas. Among other outstanding features on 
this project are the lay-out of central shops for fabrication, craft 
supervision and warehousing to serve all areas, the network of im- 
proved roads which permit prempt access to all parts of the working 
areas, the railroad facilities, and the drainage work, already accom- 
plished in large part. 


SELECTION OF SUBCONTRACTORS 


In cases where subcontracts were considered desirable for engineer- 
ing design and for construction, investigations were made of out- 
standing groups of consulting engineers and specialty construction 
contractors with particular reference to their financial resources, 
experience, past performance, personnel, equipment, and current 
commitments. With respect to subcontracts for engineering design 
services, fees were negotiated and it was stated that fees finally 
agreed upon are less than the published scale of fees of the American 
Society of Civil Engineers and less than the published scale of fees of 
the American Institute of Architects for comparable services. In the 
case of construction subcontracts, at least one was negotiated with a 
widely known firm for a fee of $1, comparable to the fee which the 
du Pont organization will receive for its services. Others were 
awarded on either a unit price basis or a lump-sum basis and in all 
cases awards were made after full consideration by management of 
factors of price, equipment, and ability to perform. 


PROGRESS ON PLANS 


All plans are drawn in the Wilmington division and sent to the 
project where they are carefully reviewed to determine if the details 
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and basic design are economically suitable. If warranted, recom- 
mendations by local engineering group as to desirable changes in the 
interests of speed and economy or because of local conditions, are 
submitted for approval. In case of minor changes, liaison engineers 
at the site may approve them. Major changes are referred back to 
Wilmington. In some instances the approved field recommendations 
have resulted in substantial savings 

It is inevitable on a project of the magnitude and complexity of 
this one that delays in construction due to lack of plans occur. These 
delays, however, have been few. In some cases permanent building 
foundations have been installed and construction of superstructure is 
awaiting plans but available personnel is being utilized on productive 
work in such cases, because of the practice of careful advance sched- 
uling of manpower requirements. A spot check of the status of plans, 
requisitions, and financial commitments made by several of the engi- 
neering subcontractors shows a remarkably fine performance at this 
early stage of the development, as shown below. 


Gibbs & Hill—Power development: 


lag ih OE gk | Sa AS egal 3, 400 
Drawings delivered (12.0 percent) é HU DORE c ipsa 408 
hi iiss ee bg did nhibt hed cdo erred eine 596 
EE OE ESS RS FET AS Se 295 
Total estimated commitments__________._-..--__----_-_ $80, 000, 000 
Actual commitments (55.0 percent) _-_.........------------ $44, 000, 000 
Lummus Corp.— Manufacturing processes: 
IN Is i, tei hee ddd beuosielbeel~ 600 
Drawings delivered (51.6 percent) ...........--...-------.- 310 
nn ao whlie sk anedénesae sae aes * cmp ohn 600 
Orders placed (93.3 pe Nas carta. Geek ea ae ee! 560 
Total estimated commitments__.._..........----.--------- $38, 500, 000 
Actual commitments (88.3 percent)_.._...-.-------.-------- $34, 000, 000 


Voohries, Walker, Foley & Smith—Architectural, laboratory equip- 
ment, ete. 


Drawings a en eee a eee b id se sod eee ee 1, 800 
Drawings delivered (32.2 ? percent) Pee AOS Od 2 Be 580 
Orders required isd P padcdblaniditn awake 3, 400 
Orders placed (29.4 perce ~The “yet eeries eertiaa vate 1, 000 
Total entimated commitments. -- 26 oli a | Piety PAE a 5 EM $13, 000, 000 
Actual commitments (26.9 pere SASS RE 5 ABTS Re $3, 500, 000 
Blaw-Knox Co.—Process equipment: 
i Ee ag Gal ine oinne 2, 300 
Drawings delivered (9.5 percent). ...........--...---..-...- 220 
Orders required IIE tev een et ft ee ee 3, 000 
Dee ee eee ee ee ecnnhewanen td 470 
ee GUNNER no an cc oe cm ec pac ated $39, 000, 000 
Actual commitments (29.4 percent)_._........---.--------- $11, 500, 000 


This progress is commendable when it is realized that much of the 
engineering involved must be fundamentally sound and correct since 
no changes can be made once certain highly specialized units are 
installed, 

PROGRESS ON SUBCONTRACTS 


Included among the construction subcontracts awarded are those 
for railroad, grading, certain road construction, electrical installation, 
and concrete supply. Nearly 50 miles of railroad have been con- 
structed, including grading, ballasting, and laying of rails. It is 
expected total railroad length will approximate 70 miles. Progress 
on this section of the work is about 5 weeks behind schedule due to 
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delay in receipt of steel rails. The rate of progress, however, is closely 
consistent with the rate originally scheduled. 

Grading operations and drainage have progressed according to 
schedule and over 9,000,000 cubic yards have been moved at a unit 
price considered very favorable. 

Concrete-placement operations are somewhat in advance of pro- 
sortes schedule. Nearly 150,000 cubic yards have been placed, a 

rge part of which is in permanent structures. The predicted con- 
crete volume for current calendar year is estimated at 250,000 cubic 
yards. Four modern concrete plants are in operation, a fifth plant 
is under construction, and a sixth plant is en route to the site. 


PROGRESS BY DU PONT FORCES 


All the temporary shops, distribution systems, offices, parking areas 
warehouses for both classified and unclassified materials in centr 
service section, administration section, and the various permanent 
building areas have been substantially completed and progress on a 
number of the major permanent structures has been excellent. Con- 
struction equipment purchased by the prime contractor is well suited 
for the work, in excellent condition, and apparently adequate for the 
many diverse and specialized construction operations involved. The 
activities in each area have been well organized and staffed, and 
planned schedules of operations and production are being realized to a 
satisfactory degree. Work is carried on 5 days per week, 9 hours per 
day, and premium time has averaged less than 5 percent of the payroll 
total to date. 

Work stoppages have been negligible. On one occasion, the 
electricians under a fee contract wanted journeymen to stand by as 
transformers were being dried out. This was not permitted and the 
electricians walked off the job. After discussion the following day 
with representatives of the union, the men returned to work. Manage- 
ment apparently recognizes well-established rules and regulations 
customary in the industry as they affect the several crafts and does 
not permit special considerations beyond these well-established 

ractices. It demands that an hour’s work be performed for each 
our’s pay. 
PROCUREMENT 


A central procurement organization is used to purchase all con- 
struction materials. Advertisements are sent out to suppliers and 
awards are made to lowest bidders complying with specification 
requirements as to quality and time of delivery. Careful records are 
maintained which show full justification when any award is made to 
other than the lowest bidder. Materials are scheduled for delivery in 
stages in accordance with construction schedules in order not to build 
up a large inventory of materials which will not be required for some 
months. 

EMPLOYMENT 


Including subcontractors, there are about 17,000 manual and non- 
manual employees on the site. Current forecasts of manpower 
requirements indicate a peak employment of 52,000 will be reached 
in late October 1952. This date is about 6 months later than previous 
prediction. Of the total manual employees, approximately 83 percent 
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are employed directly by the prime contractor and about 17 percent by 
subcontractors. Of the total manual and nonmanual employees, 
direct employment by du Pont is about 87 percent. As building work 
progresses and more specialty installations get under way, it is antici- 
pated that direct employment by the prime contractor will approxi- 
mate 65 to 70 percent of the total, the balance being carried by sub- 
contractors. It might be advantageous to utilize subcontractors to an 
even greater extent. 

The prime contractor does not maintain recruiting offices in various 
cities, a customary procedure on projects of this magnitude. The 
American Federation of Labor is used by management as a recruiting 
organization and makes recommendations for filling manpower re- 
quirements. Management considers that as a result of this arrange- 
ment recruiting costs are very much lower than they would be other- 
wise. This method has, undoubtedly, been the cause of adverse 
criticism, as evidenced by newspaper articles in appendix G. Man- 
agement asserts that the union does not have a monopoly in the 
matter of making recommendations for employment, that some 
manual employees have been selected from applicants who made 
applications personally at the site, and that it assumes no obligations 
whatever to employ persons recommended to the job by the union. 
All applicants are carefully screened and employment is considered 
only on the basis of qualifications for the work in question, medical 
examination, and security requirements. 

An ample number of time clock stations are installed near the 
parking areas provided in the immediate vicinity of each permanent 
building area, with excellent access roads from main highway to 
permit minimum of elapsed time in getting to and from work. ‘Traffic 
flow is uninterrupted despite an intensity in morning and evening of 
from 5,000 to 6,000 vehicles per hour. Clock records are used in 
conjunction with foremen’s time books and occasional spot checking 
to determine hours worked. 

Appendix A is the current wage scale for laborers and mechanics 
established by the Department of Labor and the wage scale for fore- 
men and superintendents established by the prime contractor. The 
scale for laborers and mechanics, while somewhat higher than that 
prevailing in the area before the project started, is considered fair 
and reasonable. 

SAFETY PROVISIONS 


Some 40 individuals are responsible for promulgation and enforce- 
ment of safety regulations. As a result, the record of frequency and 
severity of accidents has been at a level appreciably lower than the 
average for work of this character. Adequate first-aid stations are 
provided and safe practices are insisted upon, with result that com- 
pensation and public liability insurance costs should be well below 
manual rates. Cost of the safety program is averaging about $2 per 
man per month, while medical services approximate $1.30 per man 
per month. Management provides protective clothing, goggles, ade- 
quate sanitary facilities, and good well water in frequently sterilized 
containers. Early in the project permission was requested of the 
Department of Labor to sell aluminum safety hats to employees at 
cost through payroll deductions. The request was not approved so 
the prime contractor also provides these hats to the employees at no 
cost to them. 
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TRAINING 


Management has instituted a training program for employees as- 
signed to supervisory and other key positions. The training program 
covers various fields including general orientation, office training, 
supervisory training for various crafts, engineer training, and pro- 
grams for specific skills such as telephone operators, mechanics, fire- 
men, and radio operators. Project rules, security measures, cost 
reduction, human relations, and safety practices are among the sub- 
jects scheduled. Studies made of test scores before and after training 
program indicate that a foreman, for example, in 4 weeks will attain a 
general level of knowledge of the work equal to that of a foreman 
without training after 40 weeks of service. Such programs pay divi- 
dends in more efficient administration and assist in developing a cost 
consciousness essential for economical production. Much of the work 
in connection with this plant requires very high mechanical precision 
and specific training to achieve the degree of accuracy required is 
very important. 

PLANNING AND SCHEDULING 


A planning and scheduling system to coordinate design, purchases, 
and construction is well established at the site. It involves project 
analyses, over-all construction schedule, weekly work schedules, 
monthly and weekly forecasts, labor requirements, and building 
sequence schedules. It serves to acquaint all supervisors, safety 
men, and engineers with plans of proposed operations, and necessary 
distribution of the various crafts. Over-all weekly and daily concrete 
placing schedules are planned and actual placement is checked daily 
against the estimates. 


ENGINEERING ANALYSES AND COSTS 


It appears evident that management is cost conscious. Spot checks 
of actual unit costs on various operations are tabulated and compared 
with estimated costs. The element of competition between areas has 
been developed to a high degree. Daily average and weekly average 
field ratings of employees in each area are made and distributed to 
responsible supervisors and this information appears effective in 
keeping assistant superintendents fully alert to the need for maximum 
output as an important factor in construction costs. 

Engineering analyses including estimates of probable savings during 
construction period for various temporary facilities are regularly 
prepared and evaluated before installation. On the basis of these 
studies, decision was to use light steel shops and warehouses in the 
various areas because of the lower maintenance, ease of dismantling, 
and high salvage. Similarly it was determined that fluorescent light- 
ing would be effective and more economical than incandescent lamps, 
that stress-relieving and heat-treating furnaces installed and operated 
at the site would effect estimated savings of from $839,000 on basis of 
treatment of 10,000 tons of welded stee] pipe and stainless steel pipe 
to $1,258,000 on basis of treatment of 15,000 tons. Studies made of 
the potential savings by equipping transportation vehicles with radio 
telephones operated in conjunction with central dispatching are esti- 
mated at over $400,000 due to fewer vehicles required, more efficient 
dispatching, and more effective all-around communication. 
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Improved methods and procedures are being constantly reviewed 
and placed in effect. Exhibits showing application of latest improved 
construction methods were shown to 7,000 workers over a period of 3 
months. Many of the improved practices were developed on other 
du Pont operations. A beneficial suggestion plan is also in effect 
and modest cash awards are made to employees whose suggestions for 
improved methods or for economy are accepted. A continuing drive 
is in effect to reduce waste of tools and materials through weather, 
abuse, loss, etc., and through collections for reclamation and reuse or 
possible resale as scrap, of steel, aluminum, copper, rubber, cast iron, 
and lumber. 

SECURITY 


During an extensive inspection in various areas, identification cards 
were closely examined on each side before admittance and before exit. 
Security men were evidently well trained, thorough, and polite. 


APPROPRIATIONS 


Information from management indicated current labor expenditures 
at approximately $1,250,000 per week plus material and professional 
service contract costs. Appropriations have-been made available to 
the extent of $656,000,000. Some $200,000,000 additional were 
expected and it was anticipated that with this amount the cost of the 
project could be financed through June 30, 1952. 


GENERAL 


While the scope of this review of operations at the Savannah River 
plant of the Atomic Energy Commission was primarily for the purpose 
of evaluating the over-all operation from the viewpoint of construction 
and engineering, certain other phases commented on above affect 
directly or indirectly costs of the project and were included. The in- 
formation was developed from personal observation and from inter- 
views with responsible personnel and is believed accurate. It can be 
concluded that the project is in capable and experienced hands, that 
the interests of the Government are being constantly given paramount 
consideration, and that a very commendable job thus far has been 
done by the prime contractor and associates on both the engineering 
and construction phases. 

Appendix A is current wage scales for mechanics and laborers and 
wage scale for foremen and superintendents established by prime con- 
tractor and approved by the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Appendix B shows railroad progress as compared with forecast. 

Appendix C shows progress on excavation as compared with forecast. 

Appendix D shows predicted and actual placement records for 
concrete. 

Appendix E shows cumulative placement of concrete as compared 
with forecast. 

Appendix F is a collection of five recent newspaper articles with 
reference to the project. 

Respectfully submitted. 

C. H. Correr, 





APPENDIX A 


Issued Feb. 9, 1951 

Revised Feb, 21, 1951 
Revised May 10, 1951 
Revised July 17, 1951 


SavaANNAH River PLANT, Prosect 8980 


Schedule of rates approved for project use including rates established by the Depart- 
ment of Labor Wage Rate Determination dated Feb. 9, 1951, and rates approved 
by the Atomic Energy Commission 


Classification Hourly rate 
TE LIE ERNE ASAI a eS SS ee $2. 50 
Asbestos workers’ improvers: 

is ida laa eclianda ts eine tinea ideesinty tenia Gunaadl 1, 25 

0 Shrines aildebedbah liar netbeans eermeapitariptnsacintaretn 1. 625 

a i cantik wm cama einen ncdnttducwidets dtd iis 2. 00 

Thins tk, sits cia dicndeuiniandaanbbetieonmunda wbulkanaean 2. 25 
SEE RSS EERE Ee Seema oe Teper Ne SSN 2. 475 
a EEE RATE ER EERE II Fa 2. 225 
Sn LER ESTES ee ee ee ese 2. 50 


Bricklayers’ apprentices: 

First year, 50 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Second year, 60 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Third year, 70 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fourth year, 80 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fifth year, 90 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Sixth year, 95 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
CN SAE its dn candice sbddndbeehnddatnccenactiéesisthibiie 2. 
CET SION, onc ns wb wk JU ARSENE A Rek dee Sewnd sesnsesnd 2. 25 
Carpenters’ apprentices: 

First 844 hours, 57.5 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Second 844 hours, 60 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Third 844 hours, 62.5 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fourth 844 hours, 67.5 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fifth 844 hours, 70.25 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Sixth 844 hours, 77.5 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Seventh 844 hours, 80.25 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Eighth 844 hours, 90 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
CN i ak, Et eeind bude h eh maaan cocucudtiiaésmaein 1 2, 25 
Cement finishers’ apprentices: 

First 6 months, 50 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Second 6 months, 60 percent of journeymen’s rate 

Third 6 months, 70 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fourth 6 months, 75 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fifth 6 months, 80 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Sixth 6 months, 85 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Seventh 6 months, 90 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Eighth 6 months, 95 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
naan nk cannuneenendeseerevsecasescnnatiesiiie 2. 50 
Electricians’ apprentices: 

First 6 months, 42 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Second 6 months, 46 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Third 6 months, 50 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fourth 6 months, 54 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fifth 6 months, 58 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Sixth 6 months, 62 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Seventh 6 months, 66 percent of journeymen’s rate, 

Eighth 6 months, 72 percent of journeymen’s rate. 


! Revised Apr. 27; effective Feb. 9, 1951. 
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Schedule of rates approved for project use including rates established by Depart- 
ment of Labor Wage Rate Determination dated Feb. 9, 1951, and rates approved 
by the Atomic Energy Commission—Continued 


Classification Hourly rate 
Firemen (boiler) PERL ey = ~ ESS ee : hy eee @ ne 
Glaziers eR vis 231. 80 
Groundmen at Ae : : _. 231.60 
Iron workers: 

Structural. —-__- sansa el 2. 25 

Ornamental . ’ ‘ ‘ 2. 25 

Reinforcing _- & * . 2. 00 

Apprentices: 

First 6 months, 56 percent of journeymen’s rate rane (*) 

Second 6 months, 65 percent of journeymen’s rate __ (*) 

Last year, 75 pereent of journeymen’s rate , ae mi (*) 
Laborers: 

Unskilled_- eae at ~ . 90 

Concrete and building___- t 1. 00 
Lathers_ _... ba nasal ; na nial 2. 25 
Locomotive tender Jilccusluus &Gie oe 
Machinists salts meer} dint — i sow 843. 25 
Mason tenders. .. ies etal PF sozk 1.15 
Mechanics (Diesel and gas) -____--_- ‘ SE eS SE Eo 232.25 
Mechanics’ helpers_..--- ~~~ -- on a Cie 231.50 
Oilers: 

Heavy equipment — 5 ebiliglictietdsidcariasdh ogtielidhiigaa _.. #31, 50 

Light equipment, garage attendant_________-_- sscoccecsosser eee 
Painters : eusideusees es 2. 00 


Painters’ apprentices: 
First vear, 42.5 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Second year, 50 percent of journevmen’s rate, 
Third year, 75 percent of journeymen’s rate. 


Pipelayer " se IRS. 3S 
Plasterers " 2. 25 
Plasterers’ apprentices: 

First 6 months, 35 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Second 6 months, 40 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Third 6 months, 45 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fourth 6 months, 50 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fifth 6 months, 55 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Sixth 6 months, 60 pereent of journeymen’s rate. 

Seventh 6 months, 75 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Eighth 6 months, 85 pereent of journeymen’s rate. 
Plasterers’ tenders i pe i Scie otis doduind 1. 10 
Plumbers sk oes ha 3Jit ams ddan 2. 60 


Plumbers’ apprentices: 
First 6 months, 35 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Second 6 months, 40 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Third 6 months, 45 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Fourth 6 months, 50 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Fifth 6 months, 55 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Sixth 6 months, 55 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Seventh 6 months, 60 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Eighth 6 months, 65 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Power equipment operators: 


Bulldozers 6 su suk ee ee ee ee 
Central mixing plant...........--- hid alee kisiaecanta a ibis te She 
Concrete mixers: 
10 5 or less i Bes ees wa Ee Se eS hae ee , 
Over 10 8 wht AUB stitetinin SO. adhditas ‘ 2. 00 


Air compressors Gig bmatatnts a abintatiatidatvatinta aitiieelied cidtes weiia 1. 75 
Backhoes eae aE Ne LS 232. 25 
Batch plants . & OO ceo nGute lu Shae Bh dtd eoas . *32.00 
2. 
2. 


so 


AEC approved rates. 
Feb. 19, 1951 (new). 
May 23, 1951 (new). 
June 18, 1951 (new). 


oeeaw 
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Schedule of rates approved for preject use including rates established by Depart- 
ment of Labor Wage Rate Determination dated Feb. 9, 1951, and rates approved 
by the Atomic Energy Commission—Continued 


Classification Hourly rate 
Power equipment operators—Continued 
Cranes, derricks, draglines , ee a ee r $2. 25 
Distributors (bituminous I ee oe Se 
itl SY ETT ST CT ey a Ce eee “ 232 00 
Hoists: 
1 drum 7 ae t= ateasianels ty deen bce 1. 75 
eS ge aN ll a a oe ‘ 2. 00 
Light plant _- OE ae , see 
Locomotive ai. ae a . 26225 
Motor crane driver and oiler ae 61.75 
Motor graders 2. 00 
Pan scrapers : 232. 00 
Pumps (2% inches and over) .-__---~- o Ee < 231.50 
Pumpcrete_. & 3 ae . 262,00 
Rollers ae 7) aye Se Ce en «Oe 5 1. 75 
Shovels__- vena frm Fi ; . 2. 25 
Shapowen waetere. - cc cee SRK i Sila anit ——.. +) a ae 
Tractors: 
Under 50 horsepower____--~- ~~~ eS hineidiiasaas ; ths =". 
50 horsepower and over__-_-.--- =a eee a .. -eE we 
Trenching machines.. ae § ear : dite umn 2. 00 
ly RS Se a ee cnet ae 
Roofers: 
Composition, built-up, wate a win ete micdbaneit wm wali vp 1. 75 
Slate and tile__ —_- es peepee — habe 2. 00 
Sheet metal workers... ..-......--..-.--- ar RSE nee Ste PRO TET 2. 20 


Sheet metal workers’ apprentices: 

First 6 months, 40 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Second 6 months, 45 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Third 6 months, 50 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Fourth 6 months, 55 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Fifth 6 months, 60 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Sixth 6 months, 65 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Seventh 6 months, 70 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
Eighth 6 months, 80 percent of journeymen’s rate 


Soft floor layers------ ‘ oe ae j oe Peee 2. 00 
Steam fitters sree Soar eek ona ciel aran > : rk 2. 60 
Steamfitters’ apprentices: 

First 6 months, 35 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Second 6 months, 40 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Third 6 months, 45 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fourth 6 months, 50 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Fifth 6 months, 55 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Sixth 6 months, 55 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Seventh 6 months, 60 percent of journeymen’s rate. 

Eighth 6 months, 65 percent of journeymen’s rate. 
i a a aa een laee gece NS Veen Meee 2. 50 
Switchman---..-....-.- MTT RUE HOSP OE DOE oe aS REED 251.75 
Truck drivers: 

eR iri a eel cikeaianweiem aia wtp ast gubaibiiecimdemsiets 1. 00 

a ad a a anni a eadhillessatiantion dns. a i 

denn en icin siwhal abhamubbe blab enaceeoan 231.20 

5 tons and over 231.40 


Special equipment (transit- ~mix, winch, -low-boy trailer, Euclids, 
Sati MORE ncinnt ss cuhiwikd whe pinmnarceuemaes 231. 50 
Welders receive rate prescribed for craft performing operation to which 
welding is incidental. 
2? AEC approved rates. 
* Feb. 19, 1951 (new). 
5 June 18, 1951 (new). 
* May 28, 1951 (new). 


79979—51—pt. 12-2 
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The wage rates contained in this decision are straight et wage rates. In 
some areas management and labor organizations in the construction industry have 
collectively bargained for health and welfare fund contributions. Such contribu- 
tions are not included in wage rates determined by the Secretary of Labor for 
construction projects. 

Apprentices employed pursuant to this determination of rates must be 
registered in a bona fide apprenticeship program registered with a State apprentice- 
ship agency recognized by the Federal Committee on Apprenticeship, United 
States Department of Labor; or if no such recognized agency exists in a State 
it shall mean a program registered with the Bureau of Apprenticeship, United 
States Department of Labor. 





Issued Feb. 13, 1951 

Revised Feb, 27, 1951 
Revised May 10, 1951 
Revised June 18, 1951 
Revised Aug. 22, 1951 


SAVANNAH River PLant, Prosyectr 8980 


Du Pont hourly wage rates, subforeman and foreman 

















Subfore- 
man Foreman 
$2.75 
2.725 
2.75 
Sl wncheedemmanreneceséseteoncouneore ncucsacsosepeccnserecesasnnnmnanedgneees pacgnaenaced $2.25 
Carpenter-millwright...................-. edcetesccctsenecasensntédnécedsdscbohtebebisbcissbausa 2.50 
i incdihiinasncccceseneuscudetédmenhn pacnnecnedcodgecesbagamenacendpinnianiiiene 2.50 
naslal kth Scab binkiiebnanneatnbaameision caguhiveanastigaimmeed >apetinineueswentan 2.75 
PEE ED ern cccunesccecnngnerpasnarenene spquecde ovpensccessunncsescsbunigaediacvasenen 1.75 
i itbabnaddtiqcnneécecckbbeccecpdbeseusscenecsceesasbbinsbbtlnnbibieiesdielscde 2.05 
Iron worker: 
AD GEREN on.0nsecbatgonenantashadanunainckcanettinne atenamlinliiie eden 2.50 
any eh ascpocastgsgagsupdslocdsvebidastsbesnia ponabbunddetueobionmeton J EL * 2. 25 
Laborer (unskilled and semiskilled) ........................ itcmchikadbbGhechibedtile 1. 25 1.75 
Machinist REY EE, PSN EE PEE: Sa IIR FN Me ART Fk 2.50 
EE EOE tn IIT, n:4s naighinlinentetaeoucliginnpnintclannttiaunaceabtanasrredniiinniminkiooan 2.50 
Painter_.........- . poncenadatdiietadseeundanin Goduenbuchutsccbesbbieaneascid 2. 25 
Plasterer . . aba nasaincndceapiiivenkaaiinial ib cdebaie dadcbashisutdinendsts. otddatasal 2.50 
Plumber . ee Oe ee Pe Se Se Oe NS ‘ | 2.85 
Power equipment operator. ..........................- aconpaneaneincwiabotate aa 3. 25 
Roofer (composition, built-up, waterproofing) . - . ‘| 2.00 
Sheet metal worker... ‘ ‘ pisetneebeduceaenete senéaindda | 2.45 
Soft floor layer... . .- : décbousndidemantenns on REE! BERNE 2. 25 
Steamfitter__._. ‘ jebcendinapsibndgeapetiedl tea ah Be BelaZ > aCek eS hein. Aon 2.85 
ec ctrenasuhontnnepaisecstqnadiaahens anwineceetanhiaaetnia nes 2.75 
Switchman i . bidid niibbiindilelbs Ob uipeadenabibetGndetd PS. PRET er 2.00 
Truck driver... cutie EE POS EO FEL EE a a Se Se Sree 1.75 








! $2.50 effective June 18, 1951. 
2 $0.25 per hour above rate of highest operator supervised. 
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Issued February 13, 1951 
Revised May 10, 1951 
Revised June 18, 1951 


SavANNAH River PLant, Prosecr 8980 
Du Pont Hourly Wage Rates 


The following hourly wage rates are approved for the classifications of General 
Foreman, Area and Assistant Area Superintendent: 





Assistant area 

















General Area super- 
foreman ——- intendent 
EE SSS a ee ee, Re Aenean $2. 975 $3. 225 
8 EET RT CR eI SERS 4 SS ES” 4 3.00 3. 25 
ERE ae ER I Ae eee elena a eee 12.50 22.75 
I 2 ot one adn amammpaetibanaiincpedinneadascesgube 2.75 3.00 
Cement 2 SS RR, eT A Oe EER rs Ee RT NS RT 2.75 3.00 
INI 55 ici toadnedsass cadéeodsecubssneussignocewnepes $3. 00 3.00 3. 25 
Iron worker: 
Structural and ornamental.................-.-.-...------- 2.75 3.00 
ti, 1 net aceiineibatelinesmes iwinente 2.50 2. 75 
Laborer ( SE EEE ch centradecasapedsedseunse 2.00 2. 50 
NBS DS ca ak a em lS eee RIS CEE & 2.50 2. 75 
Plumber and steamfitter__............... 3.10 3. 35 
Power equipment operator__................- 2.75 3.00 
Roofer (composition, built-up, waterproofing 2. 25 2. 50 
TE EE AE Rat SEE 2.70 2. 95 
i ctaentnineinahnercthitinhaaidehndateeucenciped 2.00 2. 50 








1 $2.75 effective June 18, 1951. 
2 $3 effective June 18, 1951. 
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APPENDIX F 


[From the Charlotte Observer, Charlotte, N. C., October 22, 1951] 


Ar Sours Caroutna’s H-Boms Proyect—Lapor anv Pouitics ALLIED IN 
Fioutine Tart-HartTLey 


(By Leslie Gould) 


(This is the first of four articles on the AEC’s South Carolina H-bomb 
plant, revealing how labor and politics are combining openly to violate 
the Federal law for the enrichment of the union and to further the New 
Deal’s war on the Southern States’ rights movement.) 


New York, October 21.—On the Savannah River—25 miles from Augusta, 
Ga., and 92 miles from the Atlantic Ocean—the Atomie Energy Commission is 
building the hydrogen or H-bomb plant. 

Waste, politics, union racketeering, and inflation, stemming from these and 
Government policies, have added a quarter of a billion dollars to the cost of the 
project. Originally scheduled to cost $668 million, the outlay now is officially 
figured at close to twice that, but the final price may be several hundred million 
more before completion in 1953. 

The site was selected over the opposition of the State government, which 
is now headed by Gov. James F. Byrnes, and the local business and farming 
interests. 

INADEQUATE LABOR 


Aside from locating such a top-secret project so near the seaboard from which 
a@ hostile sub could launch a plane or guided missile, the opposition was bas 
on the area’s inadequate labor market. The project when completed will have 
6,000 permanent employees, but in the construction between 40,000 and 50,000 
will be needed. Currently 18,000 are working, with the peak expected next 
spring. Neither South Carolina nor neighboring Georgia can supply this number. 

At the time the site was selected the working force in that area was around 
300,000, with very little surplus. With the project well underway, the labor- 
political problem has gone far beyond the original anticipations or fears. 

South Carolina is an open-shop State. Only 20 out of the State’s 325 major 
industrial plants have unions, and none of the major ones are organized. While 
the H-bomb-plant is supposed to be open shop under Federal and South Carolina 
laws, virtually all hiring is done through union hiring halls. 


MUST JOIN UNION 


To get a construction job, a worker must join a union, paying a large initiation 
fee and weekly dues and, in at least one union, the worker must kick back 3 percent 
of his pay to a so-called union operating fund. 

This union-shop requirement is in violation of the Taft-Hartley law. The 
flouting of the law is being done with the full knowledge and consent of the Atomic 
Energy Commission and the United States Department of Labor. 

There is an admitted unwritten contract between the AFL building-trades 
unions and the plant management that no nonunion men will be hired as long as 
the union can supply the demand. The unions under this contract agree to open 
the membership to anyone, provided, of course, the workers pay the union initi- 
ation fees. ® 

The political angle, tied in to this, is: 

South Carolina is the heart of the anti-Truman, anti-New Deal States rights 
movement. With the Presidency at stake next year, an influx of 40,000 workers, 
plus one or two votes in each worker’s family, could make South Carolina safe 
for Truman and also recapture for the New Deal control of the State Democratic 
machine. 

After 1952, the 6,000 permanent employees in the plant could give the New 
Deal forces 12,000 to 18,000 new votes. It is just such a scheme that is behind 
Senator Brien Mc Mahon’s espousal of a steel mill in his home State of Connecticut. 
Me Mahon is chairman of the Joint Congressional Committee on Atomic Energy— 
the watchdog in the South Carolina H-bomb and other AEC projects. 

With the union shop at the Savannah River operation, the whole State may be 
won over. This would fit in with plans of Secretary of Labor Tobin, who comes 


from New England. 
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Many of the South Carolina textile mills moved from New England because 
of the labor situation. 

Whether this happens or not, the unions operating at the H-bomb project will 
clean up several million dollars in initiation fees from transient workers. The 
high labor turn-over at the plant adds to this “‘take.”’ 

These fees—which are payment for the right to work on the AEC project— 
run up to $108, and an average of $50 for 40,000 workers is $2 million, and a 
50 percent labor turn-over would make it $3 million. It is a racket encouraged 
by the AEC. 


[From the Charlotte Observer, Charlotte, N. C., October 23, 1951] 


Biockep By Union, Pourrics—Reporter Arrempts to Ger Jos at Sours 
Carotina H-Bomsp PLant 


(By Leslie Gould) 


(This is the second of four articles on the AEC’s H-bomb plant, 
revealing how labor and politics are combining in open violation of 
the Federal labor laws. Today’s installment tells of a reporter’s 
attempt to get a job at the project.) 


New York, October 22.—‘Don’t waste your time applying for a job at the 
plant. Go to the union hall. You'll wind up there anyhow.” 

That in brief is the story of what happens to a job seeker at the Atomic Energy 
Commission's H-bomb plant now being constructed along the Savannah River in 
South Carolina. 

Emanuel Doernbherg, a reporter, donned overalls and made the rounds as a job 
seeker. He found that he couldn’t get a job without joining one of the AFL 
building trades unions and paying an initiation fee and dues for the life of the 
job or maybe for only a few months to not more than 18 months. 

This is his story: 

Like any other job seeker in strange territory this reporter, posing as a skilled 
construction worker, began asking about job possibilities at the bomb plant. 
It did not take long to learn that procuring a job on this project meant more 
than just applying at E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., which has the construc- 
tion contract. 

The advice, “better check with the unions’ was consistently offered by taxi 
drivers, bartenders, waitresses, porters, and bomb plant workers. Later, per- 
sonal experience confirmed this. 

Arriving in Augusta, Ga., near the dinner hour I was surprised by the crowds 
milling along Broad Street, the main artery. Most startling was the sight of 
men wearing silver helmets on which were clipped safety goggles. Pinned to 
their work shirts were small badges containing the wearer’s photograph. They 
were bomb plant workers. 

I struck up conversation with one—a truck driver working 45 hours a week, 
5 days a week, and getting time and a half for the ninth hour each day. 

“If you’re a truck driver,” he said, “run up to Aiken [about 16 miles from 
Augusta] to the union and you'll get fixed up right away.” 

He told me not to waste time going to the du Pont employment office, located 
7 miles from the heart of the bomb plant at Ellenton, 8. C. His companions 
agreed that if I wanted a job, “‘go to the union.” 

“When they want some guys out at the plant, they get ’em from the union, 
anyhow,” they informed me. Other plant workers told much the same story. 

At the trucking union in Aiken behind a glassed-in counter was the union 


representatives. 
“What is the chance of driving a truck for the AEC project?” I asked. 
“Not so good right now,” he replied. ‘‘We’ve got no requisitions at the 


moment. Seems to be a little lull, but we’ll probably need drivers in a couple 
of weeks.” 

I asked if I would have to join the union and he answered, “Oh, yes.”’ 

The cost? “You pay a $23 initiation fee.” 

Informed that I was a fair all-around mechanic, he suggested I return to 
Augusta and apply for either a carpenter’s or electrician’s job. 

Back in Augusta at the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, 
Local 1579, a notice was tacked on the bulletin board, reading in part: 
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“The United States Government hydrogen bomb plant to be constructed 
* * is under the jurisdiction of this local union. 

“The local union has been advised by the du Pont Co., the general contractor 
on this project, that the electrical contractor will use several hundred electrical 
workers at the peak of employment on this job. We plan to place present 
brotherhood members first and will contact local union business managers when- 
ever members are needed. 

“‘A letter of referral from the business manager of a local union will be required 
and will assure a member of definite placement; otherwise, a member coming to 
this local’s office without a referral has no guaranty of placement on this project.” 





[From the Charlotte Observer, Charlotte, N. C., October 24, 1951] 
Workers Must Pay—Unions Get Fees ror H-Boms Joss 


(By Leslie Gould) 


(This is the third of four articles on the AEC’s H-bomb plant, revealing 
how labor and politics are combining in open violation of the Federal 
labor laws. Today’s installment tells of the initiation fees a reporter 
found in applying for a job at the project.) 


New York, October 23.—To obtain a job at the Atomic Energy Commission’s 
H-bomb plant on the Savannah River in South Carolina, a worker must join a 
union, paying initiation fees for his right to work on this vital defense project. 

Kmanuel Doernberg, a reporter, who donned overalls in search of a defense 
job at the AEC plant, continues the story of his experiences: 

I had made the rounds of the local electrical and truckers’ unions where I had 
been told I would have to join a union and pay the initiation fees. 


NEXT CALL 


My next call was at the Augusta, Ga., Labor Hall, a building used for labor 
organization meetings and by the Carpenters Local Union No, 283. 

About 20 men were loitering in the hall and many were sore. They had been 

around Augusta several days without getting placed. 

“Hell, I’m running out of dough,’”’ one told me. ‘‘I heard back home I could 
et a job right away. Now I might have to wait weeks before I get work and 
‘ll have to cough up some dough to join a union.” 

Another said the only reason he was hanging around was ‘‘to get in on some 

of this overtime.” 

A woman behind the counter, an employee of the union, explained the procedure 

of getting a job at the plant: 

When du Pont is in need of some carpenters, a requisition is sent to the union 

for the required number. The union dips into its list and, if not enough men are 
available, jobs are offered to the men hanging around the local. 


UNION FEES 


If the man is not a union member, but claims to be a carpenter, he can sign up 
with the union. His initiation fee for a carpenter’s book is $50. (lt is reported 
now to have gone to $107.) If he was a member, but delinquent in dues pay- 
ments, the fee is $55. On payment of the required sum he is admitted to the 
union and sent out to the plant. 

At the plant he fills out an application and takes a physical examination. If 
rejected, his initiation fee is returned but not until the next regular meeting of the 
membership. 

There were no requisitions available at this time. 

I decided to apply directly to the Savannah River project employment office 
in South Carolina. The area is surrounded by a barbed-wire fence. The morn- 
ing I arrived some 200 men and women were lined up outside the employment 
office. 

When we were admitted I was given a four-page application. I filled out mine, 
requesting a job as carpenter. I took it to the information desk where a woman 
accepted it. She said if I was accepted for the job I would be notified by mail. 

Under the admitted agreement with the A. F. of L. building trades, the applica- 
tion is submitted to the local union for clearance. 

When I asked if it would be necessary for me to join a union she replied: 
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SOURCE OF SUPPLY 


“The unions are a source of supply.” 

I resumed my rounds of the union locals, but found that there were no requi- 
sitions available and that if there were I would have to pay an initiation fee to 
join the union. 

These fees varied. The International Association of Bridge, Structural, and 
Ornamental Iron Workers, an A. F. of L. affiliate, wanted $108. Plumbers and 
Steamfitters Union, Local No. 150, demanded $100. Painters were asked to pay 
$50 each. Boilermakers are reportedly required to pay $200. Some of these 
fees have been upped in recent weeks. 

The men seeking jobs that I talked with found waiting placement a financial 
hardship. Prices in the Augusta area since the H-bomb plant was first announced 
have skyrocketed. Some foods have doubled in price. Rents have soared and 
only recently rent controls were clamped on. Many property owners had devel- 
oped the H-bomb fever and had boosted selling prices appreciably. 





{From the Charlotte Observer, October 25, 1951] 


AEC Puiant Disruptine Economy—Unrrep States Lasor Laws OPENLY 
VioLtatevp at H—Boms Sire 


(By Leslie Gould) 


(This is the fourth and concluding installment of a series of articles on 
construction of the AEC’s H-bomb plant showing how labor and politics 
are combining in open violation of Federal labor laws.) 

New York, October 24.—In the construction of the H-bomb plant on the 
Savannah River, the Atomic Energy Commission is a party to an open violation 
of two Federal laws and in doing so is disrupting the economy of South Carolina 
and the adjacent States of the Southeast. 

Living costs are skyrocketing. This inflation, plus waste and union racketeer- 
ing. is adding millions to the cost of the project. 

he region is caught in a boom, comparable to that of a gold rush town, with 
all the attendant headaches raised by the sudden influx of thousands of workers 
and their families. 

Housing, school, hospital, water and sewage facilities, and police and fire pro- 
—— must be provided for 200,000 new people, all but 25,000 being temporary 
residents. 

The inflation catches the permanent residents as well as the newcomers, and, in 
addition, the permanent residents must foot the higher local tax bill to meet the 
costs of the expanded local services. 

The H plant, being a Government project, contributes nothing to the local 
tax bill. 

OPEN VIOLATIONS 


The situation is aggravated by open violation of the two Federal laws—the 
Taft-Hartley and the Bacon-Davis Acts. 

Taft-Hartley bars the union or closed shop, but in this project there’s an un- 
written contract between the managers of the work and the AFL building trades to 
hire only union men 

The construction job at the peak will take 40,000 to 50,000 men, of which there 
will be a 40 to 50 percent turn-over. 

For the right to work on this defense job, a worker, not a member of the union, 
will pay from $15 to $108 in initiation fees and there are reports of the take 
being as much as $200. 

Le aimed must pay weekly dues. If the dues are not paid the man does not 
work. 

At least one union has a “kick-back’”’—3 percent of the weekly check to the 
union’s operating fund, plus 1 percent from the employer for a pension fund. 
This from and for workers who a year to a year and a half from now will not be 
in arrears. 

INITIATION FEES 


- The initiation fee collections will run up to $2 million and more if the turn-over 
is 50 percent. . The turn-over of workers on such a project is always high. 
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Since the plant will have only 6,000 permanent employees, 85 percent of the 
peak payroll will be out of jobs on completion of the plant in 1953. 

This is what makes the forced joining of a union by workers on this defense 
penjoet a racket. 

he Bacon-Davis Act requires prevailing wage rates must be followed on any 

Government project. On the H-bomb plant, pay scales are 20 percent and more 
store the former prevailing local wages, plus a guaranty of overtime at time and 
a half pay. 

Work currently is on a 9-hour day, 45-hour week, with an hour each day at 
overtime rates. Next month the hours are to be extended to 54 hours, or 14 
hours a week at time and a half. 


EXTRA COST 


On a labor force of 40,000, this will cost the Government $500,000 extra each 
week. 

Before work started at the plant, carpenters were receiving in the area $1.65 an 
hour straight time, but the Department of Labor set the rate fcr the H plant at $2. 

Brickmasons who were getting $2.25 an hour are now down for $2.50; elec- 
tricians’ scale was upped from $1.85 to $2.50; common labor from 75 and 80 cents 
an hour to 90 cents and $1; plumbers from $2.25 to $2.60 and sheet metal workers 
from $2 to $2.20 and some of these rates are being hiked again. 

Another way of enticing workers from existing industries in the region is through 
upgrading of jobs. There is the case of the men who were offered stockroom jobs. 

The pay was not attractive enough, so they were classified as Diesel operators, 
given the higher pay for that classification, but they did stockroom work. They 
had had no Diesel experience. 

This has inflated the whole wage level, and for farmers and the like they are out 
of luck. They just cannot get help to harvest crops. 

The boom has touched off a big speculation in land. So far only one seandal 
has been uncovered, where a former AEC employee tipped off a friend, who made 
$76,000 in 90 days on two deals. 


ACREAGE HIGH 


Acreage which sold at $20 has gone as high as $500, and those in the know 
have cleaned up. The Government has paid an average of $70 an acre for 
156,134 acres. 

The project will embrace 201,000 acres, nearly four times the Oak Ridge plot, 
where the original A-bomb was built. 

Behind this is politics—the battle between the conservative Democrats, spear- 
headed by the South, and the left-wing of the New Deal, as represented by 
Secretary of Labor Tobin. 

South Carolina is an open-shop State, with only 20 of the 325 major industrial 
plants having union representation. Of the major industrial plants, 256 are 
textiles, most of them attracted away from New England to the South by the 
labor situation. 

MANY PLANTS 


The 325 industrial plants employ around 200,000 workers, with 125,000 in the 
textile mills. Only 5 to 6 percent of the 200,000 are unionized. 

Through the H-bomb plant, the administration is offering a chance to unionize 
South Carolina and the rest of the Southeast in return for labor support in next 
year’s presidential election. 

That the economy of a whole area is being disrupted apparently means nothing— 
if there is political gain and a payoff to the unions or their bosses. 





[From the Charlotte Observer, Monday, October 29, 1951] 


INVESTIGATION oF Conpirrons at Sourn Carouina HyproGen Project 
DEMANDED 


North Carolina’s Representative Graham A. Bardem deserves applause for his 
decision as chairman of the House Labor Committee to conduct a congressional 
investigation of labor practices at the Government’s billion-dollar hydrogen 
materials project in South Carolina. His announcement that he and four other 
members of the committee will open an investigation at Augusta, November 5, 
was gratifying and encouraging. 
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The situation at the plant site is intolerable, if we may accept as approximately 
accurate the reports given in the series of articles by Leslie Gould published in 
the Observer and other newspapers in recent days. They were based upon 
accounts of the experiences and observations of a reporter who donned overalls 
and sought employment as a carpenter. Thus far no one in authority has chal- 
lenged the accuracy of the statements made. 

The reports made in the Gould articles are corroborated by Congressman 
Wheeler of Georgia, who said in a recent address that he had found waste, labor 
racketeering, and lack of security at the installation when he visited it in August, 
dressed in overalls and pretending to seek a job. He said he was told he would 
have to join a union and pay dues before he could start work, and that he found 
many of the workers loafing on the job. He reported also that he roamed the area 
without being stopped by guards. 

Significantly, Mr. Barden indicated that his decision to order the hearings was 
based on reports brought back to his committee by an investigator he had sent 
to the scene, presumably before the Gould articles were published. His investi- 
gator dressed in overalls to gather information. 

It has been disclosed that everyone seeking employment on that huge plant, 
designed to produce materials for hydrogen bombs for the armed services, must 
first join a union and pay a large fee before he can be hired. The fees range 
from $40 to $200 or more, according to the reports. 

Obviously all that is a flagrant violation of the Taft-Hartley Act. 

Moreover, it imposes an unfair and indefensible hardship on the thousands of 
persons who desire employment and are needed to work on the construction of 
the project. In addition to the burdensome fees they must pay for the privilege 
of working, they must pay the skyrocketing cost of living in that vicinity until 
the first pay day. Great numbers of laborers, residents of South Carolina and 
Georgia, do not have such money to put out. But the union leaders evidently 
expeet to get millions of dollars from the thousands who do pay the price for jobs. 

Obviously the system is in gross violation of the Taft-Hartley law which forbids 
the closed-shop practices which apparently are the absolute rule at the project on 
the Savannah River. 

“But in this project,’’ Leslie Gould wrote, “there’s an unwritten contract be- 
tween the managers of the work and the AFL building trades to hire only union 
men. 

Presumably these managers are the representatives of the du Pont Co. which 
has the Government contract for constructing the billion-dollar plant for the 
Atomic Energy Commission. That Commission, Mr. Gould says, ‘‘is a party to 
an open violation of two Federal laws” and ‘‘is disrupting the economy of South 
Carolina and the adjacent States of the Southeast.” 

It is natural that, with the influx of thousands of people to that rural area, 
“living costs are skyrocketing.’’ It is not surprising that Mr. Gould reports 
that “this inflation, plus waste and union racketeering, is adding millions to the 
cost of the project.” 

If a congressional investigation was ever demanded by a rotten situation in 
which the Government was involved, a fair and exhaustive investigation of condi- 
tions and practices at the hydrogen project in South Carolina is not only justified 
but demanded. Representative Barden’s Labor Committee should do no white- 
washing. The American public is entitled to the facts and should demand a 
clean-up of the intolerable mess if the facts are anything like published reports 
have indicated. 


The Cuatrman. Admiral, we would like to know exactly, in a short 
statement in your own language, what you found as an investigator, 
and we should also like to have you state your background in regard 
to engineering and construction. It was the purpose of the joint com- 
mittee, the Savannah River project being one of the largest national 
ae or defense production projects which we have in the United 
States—the cost of that project will run into the billions—to have 
some independent person, who had no prejudice one way or another, 
report in regard to the facts and regarding what he believed had been 
accomplished there since March, I would say, because it was just 
getting under way when we were there in March. 
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Admiral Corrrr. Senator, it may be of interest to the committee 
to know a little something of my background: 

For 30 years I was an active officer in the Corps of Civil Engineers 
of the United States Navy. I retired on March 1, 1947, and immedi- . 
ately went into the construction business. During my service with 
the Navy, I had charge of large volumes of construction work, a great 
deal of it done by contracts under systems of competitive bids and 
under cost-plus-fixed-fee forms of contracts. A considerable amount 
of the work was also done by force account at the various navy yards 
and naval stations. 

I believe it was about 2 months ago that I received a call from the 
chairman to come to Washington; and he instructed me to go to the 
Atomic Energy Commission’s project on the Savannah River and 
report to him my findings insofar as the construction and engineering 
phases of that project were concerned. I went to Augusta, and then 
proceeded to Aiken, and spent several days looking over the work 
which was accomplished, and asking a lot of questions from responsible 
men in charge. 

Before going there, I gave the matter a ¢ deal of thought as to 
the scope of the study I was to make, and I had thought up a number 
of questions which y considered pertinent to the engineering and 
construction phases of that project. 

My first conference there was with Mr. Mason, the field project 
manager; Mr. Matkie, who I believe is construction manager ; and Mr. 
Gilbert Church, in charge of engineering at the site. I asked a great 
many questions; and I was very, very well impressed with the — 
and frank manner in which all of those questions were answered. Not 
only were they answered promptly, but the information given in reply 
was supported by factual documents. 

The following day I was conducted on an inspection trip over 
six of the seven areas under construction. I had an opportunity to 
look over the equipment which has been purchased for the Govern- 
ment’s account to this job. I saw a number of permanent buildings 
there under construction. I observed particularly, in going around, 
the various building sites and activity of the men; and I want to tell 
vou that I was very favorably impressed with the degree of activity 
shown by them. In a group of 15 or 20 men who were working on 
the second floor of a particular building at a given instant, every 
single one of them was working; and I want to tell you, from my 
experience in construction, that that is a pretty happy situation. 
could not help but feel that I would have liked very much to have 
that same group of men on one of my own jobs. 

The methods of carrying on this work were, I think, very well 
throughout. Decisions were made by the engineering force there to 
do certain things, but all those decisions were made after careful en- 
gineering studies as to the economics of the method in question. For 
example, on one large building, which I assume was 200 or 250 feet 
wide and about 800 feet long, and way down in a deep excavation, 
they had four or five modern, twin-type concrete machines placin 
concrete. I thought it was the most practicable and economica 
method of placing the concrete over that entire operation. Under 
any other method, the total cost of the equipment required to place 
the concrete in the building and to get it where it was needed would 
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have far exceeded the cost of the equipment which was actually being 
used on that job. 

I believe that in another study, where they decided that a clover- 
leaf type of intersection was necessary, it was decided upon, after 
consultation with the engineers of the State of Georgia and the engi- 
neers of the State of North Carolina; down there they have a sit- 
uation which you do not always find on a construction job, but which 
in my experience is the most important thing that can be done, and 
that is the provision of adequate roads to all parts of the area under 
construction. They have them, down there, in an advanced stage 
of completion, and it will mean great economies in the construction as 
they go along. 

I went into the matter of choosing subcontractors. I was in- 
formed—and I had no reason to doubt it—that the qualifications of a 
certain group of contractors who were skilled in a particular phase of 
the work were very carefully gone into; they checked into the person- 
nel available, the amount of equipment the contractors had, their 
financial standing, the size of the jobs they had successfully com- 
pleted, and their general reputation for integrity and good work; and 
the subcontractors who were working down there indicated to me, at 
least, that they did not make very many mistakes. 

The Cuarrman. You covered that fully in your report, also, giving 
the names? 

Admiral Correr. I believe I mentioned that matter in my report, 
Senator, but it has been some time since I have seen the report, so I 
am speaking now wholly from memory. 

The Cuairman. All these contracts were let by the du Pont Co.—or, 
rather, the subcontracts—is that correct ? ‘ 

Admiral Correr. That is right, sir. As I understand, this job is 
being done by the du Pont organization. 

The Carman. For $1 plus cost; is that correct ? 

Admiral Correr. On a cost-plus-a-fixed-fee basis. Of course the 
fixed fee is nominal. I believe that the Commission is to be con- 
gratulated on geeting an organization of the experience and qualifica- 
tions and the financial standing of the du Pont Company to do that 
job. Itis a magnificent piece of construction. 

It has been my experience, in connection with handling some rather 
large jobs for the Navy—jobs not as large as this one, which I think 
is unprecedented in size and possibly in complexity of construction— 
that there are always some persons who are not too well informed 
about the reasons for doing this or doing that, and they do a lot of 
talking, without knowing the facts or without having the facts at 
their disposal. I had heard that there was a great deal of criticism 
about the way this work was being carried on. In my investigation 
down there I could find nothing to criticize in the way that the Atomic 
Energy Commission and its personnel are handing that operation. 
I think it is a wonderful thing to feel that we have an organization 
that can organize a job of that magnitude and can achieve the prog- 
ress that the Commission has achieved on that project, in the short 
time since they have been down there. When we realize that a great 
many of those permanent buildings are under construction an - 
fore the materials go into the construction, in some places you have 
what would ordinarily be considered a tremendous project of de- 
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watering or of excavation, to be followed by the procurement of 
materials after you get the land and after you get started—we can 
Bo what a wonderful job is being done there. — 

left there feeling that the entire operation was in very, very ex- 
cellent hands. 

I want to state here that before I went there I received no instruc- 
tions except to report on the engineering and the construction phases 
of that project and to look at it from perhaps a different perspective 
and to give an unbiased report of what I found. 

I believe that is what I did, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. We thank you, Admiral. 

Senator Capehart, are there any questions which you wish to ask; or 
are there any questions which you wish to ask, Congressman Brown / 

Vice Chairman Brown. Admiral, you spoke of the splendid high- 
ways which had been constructed. 1 understand that just across the 
river, at Augusta, they had quite a bottleneck, in connection with 
crossing the river. 

Did you make any investigation about that? 

Admiral Correr. I am not too familiar with that, Congressman 
Brown. 

The CHarrman. You looked inside the plant, chiefly, did you? 
Your study was within the 250,000 acres ¢ 

Admiral Corrrer. That is correct, sir—almost entirely. 

Vice Chairman Brown. There is another question: There are 
mighty few companies in a position to handle a job of that magnitude. 
Is there any organization in the country, beside the du Pont Co., that 
is large enough to do a job of that kind? You could not let out a job 
like that to the lowest bidder, very well. In that connection I think 
there has been some complaint, but the people do not realize the 
magnitude of the job or do not realize how well equipped the du Pont 
Co. is to do the job; and that the job must be done quickly. 

Admiral Correr. I believe there may be other concerns capable of 
handling that job; but in my opinion no concern is better qualified 
than the company which the Atomic Energy Commission selected to 
do that work. 

Vice Chairman Brown. I think they should be congratulated for 
selecting the du Pont Co., and I certainly have no connection with 
the du Ponts. 

Another question which I should like to ask is this: In connection 
with the subcontracts there have been some rumors that some of the 
employees were idle. I understand that the subcontractors do their 
work for a lump sum. If that is true, the Government would not lose 
anything in connection with the subcontracts or the taxpayers would 
not lose anything, would they, if some of the employees of the sub- 
contractors were idle at times? 

Admiral Correr. I understand that some of the contracts are either 
on a unit-price basis or on a ‘lump-sum basis. Of course the subcon- 
tractors have to employ their own men and have to bring in their own 
equipment to do that work, which is supervised by the engineering 
personnel of the du Pont organization. 

Vice Chairman Brown. | think that some of the criticisms which 
1 have heard were made by persons who inspected the subcontractors’ 
work; but that work was done on a lump-sum basis, I understand. 
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If that is true, the Government or the taxpayers would not lose any 
money if some of the subcontractors’ employees were idle at times; 
would they ? 

Admiral Corrrr. I believe that is so; yes, sir. 

Vice Chairman Brown. Those are all the questions I have. 

Senator Carrnart. I do not believe I have any questions. 

Of course I have not heard any criticism, and 1 assume that is 
because of the fact that my State is so many miles away from the 
location of the work. I assume that all of the criticisms arise locally. 

There is no question that the du Pont Co. is qualified to do that ‘ob, 
although perhaps there are many other concerns in the United States 
which would like to do it. 

I have no criticism at all of the project. 

Is the du Pont Co. building the plant in Kentucky ? 

i Dean. No, sir; the McGraw Co. is building the plant in Ken- 
tucky. 

- nage Carenart. You have just two under construction, have 
you 

Mr. Dean. Two large ones, yes—one at Paducah, Ky., and one at 
Savannah. The one at Paducah is being built by the McGraw Co. 

Senator Carrnartr. And the du Pont Co. is building the one at Sa- 
vannah ; is that correct ? 

Mr. Dean. Yes; the du Pont Co. is building the one at Savannah. 

Senator Carenart. Who built the plant in Tennessee? 

Mr. Dean. The Union Carbide Co. is now the operator. The 
original construction was by the J. A. Jones Co., and K-29 and K-31 
were by the Maxim Construction Co. 

Senator Carenart. You do the engineering, do you? 

Mr. Dean. In the case of the original engineering designs for such 
things as reactors which are going into the Savannah River job, the 
basic conceptual design is done by our laboratory, the Argonne Lab- 
oratory ; but then it is picked up by the design and engineering organ- 
ization of the prime contractor. 

I have not had an opportunity to read Admiral Cotter’s report, be- 
cause I have been out of the country; but I am glad to hear him say 
what he has said today, because I know of his background. 

The reason for getting the du Pont Co. into this picture in the first 
place was because it was the only outstanding chemical concern in the 
country at the time which was not in the project; it was really notice- 
able by its absence. Yet during the war it was the concern which con- 
structed the Hanford works, in Washington State; and the only one 
comparable with the facility at Savannah is the Hanford Works. 

Senator Carenart. You will operate the plant, will you? 

Mr. Dean. du Pont will operate the plant under an operating con- 
tract. They would not come in under any other basis; if they were 
going to construct it, they wanted at least a pert of operation. 

The Cuarmman. How long is that period 

Mr. Dean. I shall ask Mr. Cook to answer that question; he is more 
familiar with that matter. 

Mr. Coox. There has been no firm commitment as to the length of 
time after completion of construction for the operation that has yet 
to be nagbtigtedl 
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Senator Carrnartr. But the plan is that they will continue to oper- 
ate it for X number of years; is that correct! 

Mr. Coox. That is right. 

Senator Carenarr. Of course I can understand why du Pont 
might well be interested in it, because it is a new art or a new busi- 
ness, and they certainly want to learn all they can about it or have 
their personnel know about these atomic energy matters. So I shall 
not praise the du Ponts too highly; I shall not say that they do not 
have somewhat of a selfish interest in it, because it will be highly 
important and valuable to their organization to learn all they can 
— to get in on the ground floor, with atomic energy. 

However, I do not know anyone who is better qualified to do it 
than the du Pont Co.; and someone had to do it. 

Mr. Dean. I think all of us appreciate that we are going to have 
our troubles there. It was just a year ago—on November 28 of last 
year—that the site was caved When we bring in 35,000 con- 
struction workers—and that will be the peak load in the construc- 
tion program, and we now have about 20,000 actually working on that 
job—there are going to be dislocations, which none of us like, and 
they will be felt in housing areas and in the field of education and 
in many other fields. So there will always be problems in connec- 
tion with construction of that kind. 

The Cmaiman. Particularly in view of the fact that in that part 
of the country there are no large centers, and you have to draw from 
the smaller communities. 

Senator Capehart was there, of course, and traveled around that 
area. It was thought better—and I say this as a.member of the Appro- 

riations Committee and also, as you know, as chairman of the 

oint Committee on Defense Production, but in connection with my 
membership on the Appropriations Committee, I am chairman of 
the subcommittee ay with appropriations for atomic energy 
matters—to avoid the building of a Government-owned city, such as 
was built at the Manhattan project. 

Mr. Dean. That is very true; every time we build a Government- 
owned city, such as at Los Alamos or Oak Ridge, we run into the 
various headaches which have to be met by any private landlord. We 
think that in principle it is wrong for the Government to own a 
city. 
Senator Carewart. Are you getting many houses built there now? 

Mr. Dean. I should like to have Mr. Cook answer that question. 

Mr. Coox. The program of obtaining temporary and permanent 
housing is a little behind schedule. However, it is not hurting our 
recruiting or our construction program. 

Senator Carenart. Generally speaking, it is going along all right, 
is it? 

Mr. Coox. Yes. 

Senator Carenart. In other words, it is not as you would like to 
see it, but you are making progress; is that true? 

Mr. Coox. Yes. 

Vice Chairman Brown. Private enterprise is building most of the 
houses; is that correct ? 

Mr. Cook. Private industry is building all the barracks, under con- 
tracts by which we guarantee occupancy. They are building trailers 
for the trailer camps in the area; and all the permanent housing for 


1 
: 


i ie a a a a 


wm 


So. 


int 
pr 
do 
tu 


we 





DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT 753 


the people who eventually will work at the plant, we hope to have 
built privately, of course. oe 

Vice Chairman Brown. I remember the testimony of Mr. Williams 
about housing. 

Mr. Coox. Mr. Walter Williams; yes. 

Vice Chairman Brown. Yes; he made a splendid witness, and I 
think he convinced everyone on the committee that we should employ 
private enterprise, instead of having a Government town, and that in 
that section of the country they did not want a Government town. I 
do not think they want to have there a Government town such as the 
one at Oak Ridge. I was very much impressed with that testimony, 

Mr. Coox. Thank you. Mr. Williams is here in the room today. 

The Cuarman. Mr. Dean, the purpose of this meeting is not to 
interfere with the Atomic Energy Coonmniedon in any way, shape, or 
form. Our main purpose was to investigate at the defense production 
or national production level. That is why we sent Admiral Cotter 
there and that is why we sent the others there. In other words, we 
sent them to investigate insofar as defense production is concerned, 
because, as Admiral Cotter has said, this project is about the largest 
project in America; is that correct? 

Mr. Dean. It is the largest single project. 

The Cuarrman. You also have the Paducah project. Are you com- 
ing along there all right? 

Mr. Dean. We have our problems there, too. It is approximately 
40 percent the size of the Savannah project, from the standpoint of 
anlliese. 

The Cuarrman. What we wanted to do was this: There was so much 
criticism appearing in the newspapers from time to time—and I think 
Mr. Dean will agree with me about this—as to all the waste and ex- 
travagance in connection with the Defense Production Act, and so 
forth and so on, that we thought—after I talked with Senator Cape- 
hart, after it was started in March, but before they really got under 
way with the construction—that if we could get someone who had some 
actual experience in construction, which Admiral Cotter has, to make 
a report as to the number of miles of roads and the number of cement 
factories, and so forth and so on, that it might allay some of the fears 
or answer some of the statements about alleged wastes of money. 

Of course all of us know that in any project of this nature there is 
going to be some amount of waste; you cannot have a new community 
of 5,000 persons and have 100,000 persons in 6 months’ time, without 
having some waste. However, as I understand from what I have 
heard about the du Ponts from Admiral Cotter and from Mr. O’Con- 
nor, they have done the best kind of job for the American people. 

Of course, I understand, as Senator Capehart has said, that the du 
Ponts naturally have an interest in the work, and they are interested 
in gaining experience in atomic energy work. 

However, we are particularly interested in that work because of our 
interest in the Defense Production Act. That project is the largest 
project in the United States; and it probably requires more steel, 
does it not, than any other project in the United States ¢ 

Mr. Coox. It is a different type of construction, requiring less struc- 
tural steel than some of our other jobs do. 

The Crarrman. For instance, this morning here in the committee 
we asked Mr. Wilson about the matter of electrical energy. 
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You have always told me that you do not give out information about 
the amount of electrical energy used, and I do not care to know about 
that, in view of the security requirements ; but I know that project will 
take a tremendous amount of electrical energy. Of course, if state- 
ments about the amount of electrical energy or the number of kilowatt- 
hours of electrical energy used there were to be given out, that infor- 
mation might be of value to the enemy. However, at that location 

ou have a whole river and 250,000 acres of land and, as you say, you 
ave or will have 35,000 people in that community, and you have 
20,000 people there now, whereas I doubt that there were 7,000 persons 
in that community a year ago. 

Mr. Dean. Just about 9,000, I think. 

The Carman. Very well; 9,000 people in that whole community a 
year ago. 

Are there any more questions to be asked of these gentlemen from 
the Atomic Energy Commission ? 

Vice Chain Baows. You are not having any trouble getting the 
critical materials you need, are you? 

Mr. Dean. Well, we have trouble getting critical material. We 
have had some trouble recently in getting deliveries of steel, so that 
they would mesh in on the right kind of schedule; and in that situa- 
tion you sometimes have some idle men, who are waiting for the steel 
to come there. 

The Cuarrman. How about conversion steel ¢ 

Mr. Dean. Conversion steed ? 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Wilson was saying to us today that they might 
get the Maritime Commission or various other Government agencies 
to use some types of conversion steel, which of course costs more money, 
and which he said had a bad odor. Could you use any of that conver- 
sion steel ? 

Mr. Coox. I am not quite sure what you mean by conversion steel, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Cargnmart. That is in cases where you purchase the ingots 
and then process them yourselves. 

Mr. Borer. We have purchased conversion steel at various places 
where we could advance the program by using it. Of course that steel 
came at a higher price or higher cost, as you know; but we have used 
it down there wherever it was possible to purchase that kind of steel 
and to use it to advantage. An example is reinforcing rods which had 
to be brought in and welded and given a good many different opera- 
tions—many more than in the case of steel specifically designed for 
that purpose. Our contractor, the du Pont Co., has used conversion 
steel wherever its use will advance the construction program or sched- 
ule, recognizing, of course, that we were paying an increased amount 
for that kind of steel. 

The CuHarmrMan. We appreciate that you recognized that you had 
to pay more for that kind of steel. 

r. Borer. Yes. 

The Cuamman. On the other hand, all of us recognize that the other 
types of steel are needed at Air Force installations and elsewhere in 
connection with defense production. 

Senator Carenart. Of course even private industries and private 
factories run short of materials at times, when someone forgets to 
order some of the necessary materials. So even in normal times there 





Ee 


~~ ase re Om 





DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT 755 


are delays in the case of private concerns because someone makes such 
a mistake. 

Mr. Dean. One of our great difficulties in connection with a project 
such as the Savannah River project also is that construction is com- 
menced when the design is perhaps only 5 percent or 10 percent com- 
pleted; and of course that situation presents problems, when we begin 
to place orders for materials. However, we have proceeded in that 
way because of the time schedule under which we are attempting to 
operate. 

FThe Cuamman. Of course we appreciate the difficulties you have, 
Mr. Dean, and we appreciate very much what the Atomic Energy 
Commission has done, This committee is not trying to interfere wit 
the Commission, as you understand; but we were interested from the 
defense production standpoint, because the operation at Savannah 
is the largest defense sh te ar operation in America; as you have 
said, it is approximately 60 percent larger than the operation at 
Paducah ; I believe that was your statement. 

Mr. Dean. The Paducah plant is approximately 40 percent the size 
of the Savannah project. 

The Cuarmrman. And a great deal of material and a great deal of 
manpower are going into that project, and many people are having 
their land taken away for that project. 

Of course, as chairman ofthe committee I asked Admiral Cotter to 
investigate the project, because of the newspaper reports and because 
of the various letters and telegrams I have received. I asked him to 
investigate the project and, in that conection, to step on anyone’s or 
everyone’s toes, regardless of who might be concerned. I asked him to 
find out whether there was anything wrong with the construction 
there; and he said there was nothing wrong with the construction. Is 
that right? 

Admiral Corrsr. In my opinion I think there is nothing wrong with 
the construction there, sir; 1 think it is a very fine operation. 

Mr. Dean. We are happy that you sent a construction man to make 
the inspection, Senator. 

The Cuarrman. Well, Admiral Cotter is the first construction man 
who has been sent there, I believe, and I make that statement with all 
due respect and admiration for the Appropriations Committee and 
the Committee on Education and Labor. However, they did not send 
a construction man there to see what had been accomplished; am I 
correct, or am I mistaken about that? 

Mr. Dean. No, I think that is true; I think Admiral Cotter is the 
first construction expert who has gone to the site, so far as I know, as 
an outside observer. 

The Cuarmman. Of course, as I understand Mr. Lindsay Warren 
checks and double checks on all these points. 

Mr. Dean. Oh, yes. 

The Cuarrman. He checks so as to be sure that there is no diversion 
of Government money—although of course there is no question that 
the du Pont Co. would do such a thing. However, all the operation 
is double-checked, so far as the Government is concerned; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. Dean. That is correct. You can be sure that if we saw any 
diversion of Government money, we would be the first to stop it; we 
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would jump in and would stop anything of that sort before Lindsay 
Warren does. 

The Cuarmman. Yes. However, it is true that Lindsay Warren 
checks on every expenditure and checks every record that is available 
to him. 


Mr. Dean. That is correct. 
The Cuarrman. I simply make that statement for the record. 


Vice Chairman Brown. I may say that Mr. Lindsay Warren is a 
very careful checker. 
Mr. Dean. That is true. 


(Discussion off the record.) 
The Cuarrman. If there is nothing further to be asked of the rep- 


resentatives of the Atomic Energy Commission, I shall ask Mr. 
O’Connor to report on the housing situation and the general situation 
as he observed it there, unless there are further questions of Admiral 
Cotter. If there are no further questions of him, we shall excuse him 


now. Thank you, Admiral. 


STATEMENT OF DANIEL L. 0’CONNOR, ATTORNEY, OF THE FIRM 
OF SHARP-O’CONNOR, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


The Cuamman. We have the preliminary report you have filed 
here, Mr. O’Connor; all the members of the committee have it. The 
substance of it is set forth in the last three recommendations. I do 
not think it is necessary to go further into them at this time. I ask 
that, without objecion, the preliminary report of Mr. Douglas and 
Mr. O’Connor be placed in the record following their testimony. 

Mr. O’Connor, will you please identify yourself for the record ? 

Mr. O'Connor. My name is Daniel L. O'Connor; I am a member 
of the law firm of Sharp & O’Connor, of this city. 

For the period 1939-45 I was a special agent of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. During that period of service I conducted numerous 
plant surveys under our plant-protection program. Those surveys 
went into the administrative policies and procedures of the various 
national defense plants during World War II. They were designed 
primarily in connection with the security policies of those plants. 

The Cuarrman. Will you name some of those plants, please ? 

Mr. O'Connor. Among the plants I surveyed was the North Amer- 
ican Aviation plant, at Englewood, Calif., the Anaconda Wire & 
Copper Co., and several other major defense producers. 

The Cuarrman. All that aoukk was done under the FBI and Mr. 
J. Edgar Hoover; is that correct ? 

Mr. O’Connor. Yes, sir; while I was a special agent of the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. 

The Cuairman. How long were you with the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation ? 

Mr. O’Connor. I was with the FBI for 6 years, from June 1939 to 
October 1945. 

Since that time I have engaged in the private practice of law here 
in the District of Columbia. 

In the early part of October of this year, I was requested by the 
committee to go to the Savannah River project and conduct an im- 
partial survey of conditions as they existed, from the administrative 
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standpoint. Admiral Cotter has explained to you that his survey 
covered the engineering and construction phases. 

At the outset, I should like to affirm the statement made by Admiral 
Cotter on the basis of the cooperation I received while I was there, 
both from the contract, the du Pont organization, and from the 
Atomic Energy Commission. 

The Cuamman. I want to have Mr. Douglas, who is one of the 
employees of the committee, and who went with you, and was down 
there for 2 or 3 weeks, to come to the witness table at this time, also. 

Mr. Douglas, will you please state your name, for the record ¢ 

Mr. Dovetas. My name is John L. Douglas, and I am on the staff 
of the Banking and Currency Committee of the Senate on loan to the 
Joint Committee on Defense Production. 

Mr. O’Connor. As I was saying, I received nothing but the fullest 
cooperation from the officials of the Atomic Energy Commission, at 
the Savannah River project, and from the du Pont officials. They 
answered each and every question propounded to them, and answered 
each one directly and in a forthright manner; and I was greatly im- 
pressed with their sincerity and with the cooperation which I received 
while I was there. Naturally, in a project of the size of this one 
there are going to be certain criticisms which crop up from the outside. 

The CuatrmMan. For the record, let me ask a question of Mr. Dean: 
Almost a billion dollars has already been appropriated for this proj- 
ect; is that correct? 

Mr. Dean. About $860,000,000, or approximately that amount, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And the deficiency appropriation you asked for in 
connection with the August deficiency appropriation bill was deferred 
until January; is that true? 

Mr. Dean. That is correct ; yes, sir. - 

The Cuarrman. That is about $400,000,000; is that correct ? 

Mr. Dean. Yes; approximately so. 

The Cuarrman. I just wanted to have the size of the appropria- 
tions for this purpose stated here. 

Mr. O'Connor. Senator, the report I have submitted to the com- 
mittee deals with conditions existing as of November 1 of this year, 
The report is in the nature of a preliminary report. Certain recom- 
mendations are appended to the report, and I understand they will be 
more thoroughly developed at a later date. 

The first point I should like to touch on is the criticisms of the 
land-acquisition program. 

The Cuatrman. I have received many letters and telegrams on 
that score. 

Mr. O’Connor. The primary complaint has been that the people 
there are being forced to move to new areas and to buy new land, but 
the appraisals of their present properties have not been completed 
by the Corps of Engineers. 

The Cuamman. That is not the fault of the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission or of the du Pont Co.; is that correct? 

Mr. O’Connor. That is correct. 

The Cuamman. The answer which I get from the Army engineers 
is that they do not have sufficient pernomneh to do that work any faster. 
Will you comment on that point! 
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Mr. O’Connor. As of the present time, the p is Si eacoent 
complete. It is pertinent to note that the people in the town of Elling- 
ton, who comprise about 200 inhabitants, are required to vacate by 
February 1 of next year. 

The Caarmman. Under condemnation orders; is that correct? 

Mr. O’Connor. Yes; under the condemnation p i e. 

“ Cuarman. And 75 percent of them have not been paid; is that 
true 

Mr. O’Connor. The majority of those people have not received 
payee or funds for their premises. 

should also like to point out that under the policy of the Corps 
of Engineers in making their appraisals, the persons who have taken 
their cases to court and have contested the condemnations have re- 
ceived approximately 35 percent more than the appraised value placed 
on their property by the Corps of Engineers. 

It is my recommendation that this program be expedited and that 
same arrangements be made, either through the Corps of Engineers, 
the Atomic Energy Commission, or other responsible agencies, to 
see to it that the people who are forced to evacuate prior to Febru- 
ary 1, 1952, receive adequate consideration for their property, so that 
they can acquire new property. 

The Cuarrman. Let me interrupt right there, to say that I should 
like to know the Commission’s thoughts in regard to preparing an 
appropriate letter for me to sign, as chairman of this committee, to 
ask for that cooperation, so that the praiye may be paid before they 
are forced out of their property, in keeping with payments the 
Government itself has determined should be made. (See appendix C.) 

(Discussion off the record.) 

(The following was received for insertion in the record :) 

ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
November 29, 1951. 


Hon. Burnet R. MAYBANK, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR MAYBANK: This is written to supplement the information we 
gave concerning the Atomic Bnergy Commission’s real-estate acquisition pro- 
gram at the Savannah River operations office during the hearing of the Joint 
Committee on Defense Production on November 27, 1951. 

We have checked with our Savannah River operations office and have been 
informed that in condemnation proceedings the local court as a regular matter 
has allowed landowners payment of 100 percent of the Government’s estimate 
of the value of the land except in cases where questions have arisen concerning 
ownership of the property involved. 

If agreeable with you we would appreciate the inclusion of this letter as a part 
of the record of the hearing. 


Sincerely yours, 
Everett L. Hotxt1s, 
General Counsel. 


The CHarrMan. It appears to me that when the Government has 
determined that a property owner whose property is being taken 
should be paid $100, after proceeding in accordance with due process 
of law, the Government should pay that $100 to the ae el owner. 

Senator Capenart. What branch of the Government handles this 
matter? 

Mr. O’Connor. I understand that while this task has been dele- 
gated to the Corps of Enginers, the Atomic Energy Commission bears 
the cost of the acquisition of the land. 
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Do you reimburse the Corps of Engineers also for their services? 

Mr. Dean. The bill for the acquisition of the land is paid by the 
Commission. 

The Cuamman. Mr. Dean, will you discuss this matter a little? 
It has been a headache down there among the judges and the lawyers. 

Mr. Dean. As I understand the point that is being made, the Corps 
of Enginers in placing the valuations on the land have underestimated 
the value. 

The CHarrman. I am not talking about anything in litigation; 
I am talking about what has finally been agreed upon. 

Mr. Dean. You mean in cases of settlements, do you? In other 
words, do you mean that when they make settlements, the settlement 
is approximately 30 percent below the amount which is made after a 

rson litigates the condemnation and obtains a judgment in the 
Federal court? 

The Cuarrman. I am referring to cases in which the findings of fact 
have been so-and-so and in which the Government has said, “We owe 
the property = —. bas | ~ aaa not the Government pay the 

ro owner the $100 pr t 
3 Me Dean, I could ante carhal abiut that a bit, if $100 is the value 
of the land in that particular case. I think Mr. Bloch has had more 
experience with this particular — in our shop than anyone else 
in our organization has had, and I shall ask him to discuss it. 

The Carman. Mr. Bloch, please understand that I am referring 
to cases which have been settled. 

Mr. Buiocu. Yes, Senator. 

For the record, let me state that my name is David J. Bloch. 

We asked the Corps of Engineers to take on the land oo job. 
They have the organization and staff to handle it. In establishing the 
value of property, they are governed by laws which say that when the 
Government takes a piece of property it shall pay the fair and reason- 
able market value of the property. 

We have — the Corps of Engineers to follow, and they have fol- 
lowed, the policy of trying to acquire the land by agreement and to 
reach an agreement without having to resort to condemnation. In 
doing that, they cannot pay the property owner for the land until such 
time as title to the land is cleared and until a deed conveying the prop- 
erty has been executed conveying title to the United States. 

ere are cases in which it is necessary to resort to condemnation 
proceedings in order to clear up defects in the title, and there are in- 
stances in which the Corps of Engineers have to resort to condemna- 
tion proceedi due to a disagreement in regard to the proper price 
to be paid for the land which is to be acquired. 

In cases of condemnation proceedings, when we have to resort to 
condemnation proceedings before we have a chance to negotiate, the 
amount of money representing the appraised value is deposited with 
the court, and the owner of the land can draw a certain percentage of 
that amount of money because of the fact that the Government has 
taken title. I do not know exactly what that percentage is; I think it 
is up to 90 percent which the property owner can draw under those 
circumstances. 

Senator Carenart. What percentage of the cases have you been able 
to negotiate peacefully, let us say; and what percentage of them have 
you had to handle by way of condemnation proceedings? Also, how 
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many of the property owners have you been unable to pay because you 
could not clear the title to the land? 

Mr. O'Connor. Senator, exhibit A, which is attached to my report, 
is a schedule which was prepared by the Atomic Energy Commission 
on that particular point. 

Senator Carenart. I have not read the report; I did not see it until 
I sat down in the committee today. 

Mr. O’Connor. That was as of October 31 of this year. 

Mr. Buiocu. As of November 15, a total of 1,500 properties or tracts 
or to be acquired, and 993 of those had been appraised by November 15. 

Senator Carenart. Were they appraised satisfactorily to both par- 
ties concerned ? 

Mr. Biocu. The value had been set by the Corps of Engineers. 

Senator Carenart. Yes. 

Mr. Biocu. The Corps of Engineers had accepted 732 options. 
That represents the number which have been peacefully settled or 
accepted, so to speak. 

The Carman. That is approximately one-half of the total 
number. 

Mr. Briocuw. Payments and closings or settlements had been com- 
pleted in 511 cases, which constitute about one-third of the total. 

Senator Carenart. The reason the others had not been closed might 
be because of inability to obtain clear title; is that correct? 

Mr. Biocu. Yes. 

One hundred and seventy-three were involved in condemnation 
proceedings. 

Mr. Coox. As I recall, of those 173, approximately 35 were by rea- 
son of disagreement on the price, and the remainder were because of 
defects in the titles. 

Senator Carenart. The Defense Production Act does not apply to 
title cases; is that correct? Let me point out that we wrote into the 
Defense Production Act that in cases of condemnation, they were to 
pay 50 percent. 

Mr. Horus. There is a similar provision in our statute, Senator. 

Senator Carenart. In fact, I think we patterned that after the 
Atomic Energy Act. I assunie that the problem is that the property 
owners there have had to give up their property, but they could not 
receive payment for it, so they do not have money with which to buy 
other property, and they do not know what to do; and there are 1,500 
properties to be purchased, all told, I understand. 

Mr. O’Connor. At the outset there was considerable opposition 
from the landowners; but both the du Pont Co. and the Atomic Energy 
Commission men there feel that that opposition has pretty muc 
dissolved. 

At the Federal court in Savannah there were only seven condemna- 
tion cases in which there was a dispute as to the funds; only seven 
cases of that sort were tried at that session of that court. 

I think the opposition to the appraisals which were made is at a 
minimum—at the very minimum. 

You indicated that there were 35—in other words, 35 cases out of 
1,500. Of course the 35 owners out of 1,500 owners does not constitute 
a great many dissatisfied owners; certainly the percentage in that 
case is very small. 
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Senator Carenarr. The law says that— 


Unless title is in dispute, the court, upon application, shall promptly pay to 
the owner at least 75 per centum of the amount so deposited, but such payment 
shall be made without prejudice to any party to the proceeding. 


The sentence ahead of that one is as follows: 


In any condemnation proceeding instituted pursuant to this title or title IV, 
the court shall not order the party in possession to surrender possession in ad- 
vance of final judgment unless a declaration of taking has been filed, and a de- 
posit of the amount estimated to be just compensation has been made, under the 
first section of the Act of February 26, 1931 (46 Stat. 1421), providing for such 
declarations. 

In other words, according to this law, they must pay 75 percent of 
the amount which the Government believes the property to be worth. 

Mr. Dean. Unless the title is in dispute. 

Senator Carruarr. Yes. Of course, when the title is in dispute, - 
they pay nothing until that is settled. 

As I said a moment ago, this portion of the present law provides 
that— 

Unless title is in dispute, the court, upon application, shall promptly pay to 
the owner at least 75 per centum of the amount so deposited— 
and so forth. 

So the court is required to pay 75 percent of what the Government’s 
appraisers say the property is worth. Is that being done? 

Mr. Cook. We are following the statute. 

The Cuarrman. The statute states that 75 percent of the amount 
should be paid. 

Mr. Cook. As I recall, the Corps of Engineers makes the payment 
to the court, and the court disperses the funds to the owner. 

Senator Carenarr. The law says that— 

Unless title is in dispute, the court, upon application shall promptly pay to the 
owner at least 75 per centum of the amount so deposited. 
and so forth. 

Of course, you are working under the Atomic Energy Act, which 
may be different in that respect. 

The Cuamman. This act, which is the Defense Production Act of 
1950, as amended, grants powers in addition to those given in the 
Atomic Energy Act. It applies at the present time, in connection 
with mobilization for defense which relates to the production of de- 
fense materials and the procurement of copper, aluminum, and other 
materials which are needed in that connection. 

Mr O’Connor. Let me point out that 130 of the contested cases in- 
volve clouds on the title; and under the statute, as you just read it, 
those funds would be tied up indefinitely, I imagine. 

Senator Carenart. The hw provides that whenever the President 
deems it necessary in the interest of the national defense, he may ac- 
quire such lands by condemnation proceedings in any court having 
jurisdiction of such proceedings, and so forth and so on. That law 
was passed by Congress just last August. 

The Cuarmman. As I recall, Senator Bricker insisted upon the in- 
clusion of certain provisions in that law because of what had been 
done in the past; and the rest of us agreed about those inclusions, be- 
cause of the condemnation situation. 
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Mr. Hous. As I understand it, we acquire the land under the 
Atomic Energy Act and the land acquired under the Defense Produc- 
tion Act and the authority vested in the President under that act re- 
lates to the land acquired for agencies under the Defense Production 
Act. That is the distinction; but the land being acquired in South 
Carolina is being acquired pursuant to the provisions of the Atomic 
Energy Act, under which the re is 50 percent for certain acquisi- 
tions, instead of 75 percent. ( appendix A.) 

The CHatrMANn. ich act applies as the law in these cases? 

Mr. Houus. For these acquisitions by the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion, the Atomic Energy Act applies. 

The Cyaan. But on the other hand you rely upon the De- 
fense Production Act for authority to acquire steel, copper, and 
other necessary materials; so Mr. Wilson said today. 

Mr. Hous. That is true. The Defense Production Act vests 
the authority in the President; and I understand that he has vested 
that authority in the Defense Production agencies, to acquire land, 
and has not vested the authority under that act in the Atomic 
Energy Commission. It has not amended the Atomic re Act, 
insofar as land acquisitions are pursuant to the Atomic Energy 
Act. Ihave just been talking to Mr. McKenna. 

The Cuarman. Very well; go ahead, Mr. O’Connor. 

Mr. O’Connor. The next phase of the report deals with the hous- 
ing program. On November 1, du Pont submitted to me figures on 
the availability of housing in that area. They consider any area 
within a 50-mile radius of the project as being commutable hous- 
ing for workers. On November first they estimated there were ap- 
proximately 925 family units available in the area, and that was 
primarily on the fringes of the 50-mile radius. 

They likewiae estimated that in the city of Augusta, Ga., there 
were available approximately 2,000 rooms in Augusta and other 
nearby communities. Du Pont and the Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion have recognized the need for temporary shelters in that area, 
and they have programed for 4,000 single-family dwelling units, 
and for barracks-type housing to accommodate single workers to 
the extent of 7,500. 

These projects stand as follows: In July of this year, bids were 
est for the erection of these projects. That resulted in an 
award to the J. A. Robbins Co., of Philadelphia, Pa., for the erection 
of 4,000 trailers to accommodate the family units, and to Lyles & 
Lang of South Carolina, for the erection of the barrack-type housing. 

John A. Robbins Co., of Philadelphia, in submitting their pro- 
posal on July 20, 1951, represented to du Pont they needed absolutely 
no financial assistance. They likewise represented that the Trailer 
Coach Manufacturers’ Association, consisting of some six companies, 
had agreed to produce these trailers for them. They also made the 
representation that— 


We are actually purchasing these units from these manufacturers— 


that is, the trailer manufacturers— 
and they are making a concession to us in order to make the trailer coach 
proposition an attractive one.” 

By letter dated August 2, 1951, the Robbins Co. represented to 
du Pont that they had contracted with the Trailer Coach Manu- 
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facturers’ Association to produce these trailers. They also affirmed 
that the trailer parks in which the trailers would be erected would 
be landscaped and engineered by the Trailer Coach Manufacturers 
Association. 

On August 6, 1951, the Robbins Co., represented to du Pont that 
they would deliver the first 500 trailers within 30 days after the 
award, and they make the statement that— 

The John A. Robbins Co. greatly appreciates the opportunity offered to bid on 
this work, and assures the du Pont Co. that in the event of an award, the entire 
operation will be performed in an expeditious and satisfactory manner. 

The award was made to them on August 16, 1951. 

At the time I was at the project, which was the latter part of October 
of this year, I went into this contract, and I found that while the 
award had been made on August 16, 1951, the Robbins Co. had not 
executed a formal contract with the du Pont people; they had not 
posted the performance bond of $250,000, as required; and they had 
not as of that date obtained their financing with which to finance 
this tremendous project of 4,000 family type trailers. Both du Pont 
and the Atomic Energy Commission officials there advised me that 
they were unable to furnish any satisfactory explanation as to why 
Robbins had not signed this contract or why he did not have financial 
backing for the project. 

The Robbins Co. had in Augusta, Ga., at that time, one of their 
representatives, the general manager and vice president by the name 
of Clayton Faulkner. I talked with Mr. Faulkner at some length. 
Mr. Faulkner was extremely evasive insofar as the answers to 
my questions were concerned. He could not tell me the name of 
one trailer manufacturer that they had contracted with to produce 
these trailers. He would not tell me the name of the bank that had 
supplied their money. He would not tell me any site locations which 
he had located or had options on for the erection of these units. In 
other words, he appeared to know absolutely nothing and would 
divulge absolutely nothing concerning his company’s intentions in 
connection with compliance with the production of 4,000 family-type 
trailers in that area. 

I talked with the du Pont people about it, and I was greatly con- 
cerned. However, I was informed by both du Pont and the Atomic 
Energy Commission that, fortunately for them, their employment 
schedule had lagged somewhat, and they had curtailed their hiring 
program for several months, and that they would not need these 
trailers until January 15, 1952, but that at about that time there 
would be an urgent need for this housing. 

Since returning, I have followed this program rather closely. As 
of today, Robbins does not have its financial support; Robbins has 
not posted its performance bond; Robbins has not signed a formal 
contract, despite its representations in its letter of August 6 that it 
would deliver the first 500 units—as previously stated —tn 30 days 
= the award was made, and the award was made on August 16, 
1951. 

Senator Capenarr. Was it a written award? 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes; it was a written award. 

Senator Carrnarr. Do you have a copy of it? 

Mr. O’Connor. I do not have a copy of the award. It is not 
attached to my report, either. 
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The Cuatrman. Have you seen it? 

Mr. O’Connor. I have not seen it; du Pont explained to me that 
that was in Wilmington, and I did not obtain copies of it. 

Senator Carrnart. Did that contract and award have to be ap- 
proved by the Atomic Energy Commission ? 

Mr. O'Connor. It was made with the concurrence of the Atomic 
Energy Commission; yes. They solicited some 250 firms to bid on 
the project, but they received 16 bids; but of the 16 bids, only four 
companies complied with the type of housing they wanted, which was 
prefabricated, demountable units or trailers; and of those four com- 
panies, the Robbins Co. was the lowest bidder. 

The Crarnan, Is it not usually customary to have the company 
to which the award is made post bond immediately when the award 
is made? 

Mr. O'Connor. My understanding is that the performance bond is 
required immediately. 

The Cuamman. The companies usually do that in connection with 
the bid, do they not? 

Mr. O’Connor. However, there is no performance bond as of today, 
and the formal contract has not been signed, and the 30 days have long 
since passed. 

The : ‘HAIRMAN. It will be impossible to get the units by February 1, 
will it 

Mr. O’Connor. I am informed that by the proper organization, a 
minimum number of units can be supplied. I am also informed that 
as of today, Robbins has selected three sites, one in Augusta, one in 
Aiken, and one in Barnwell. However, I do not believe he has begun 
construction insofar as the building of roadways or sewers, and so 
forth, is concerned. 

The Cuatrman. Are these special trailers? 

Mr. O'Connor. They are special trailers which were submitted to 
du Pont to be approved. I understand that in the letter of proposal 
only six companies are named. However, I understand that a trailer 
company by the name of the Ironwood Trailer Co. and another trailer 
company by the name of the General Trailer Co., both of Michigan, 
have sent a pilot model there for approval, and it is a 28-foot model, 
I understand. Robbins me that they had a contract with six 
companies. However, none of these companies have produced the 
trailers. The two trailer companies with which he is doing business 
now are not named in this proposal. 

Senator Carenart. What are the names of the six companies? 

Mr. O'Connor. The Jefferson Trailor Co., of Elkhart, Ind.: the 
American Coach Co., of Cassopolis, Mich.; the Indian Trailer Co., of 
Chicago; the Prairie Schooner Corp., of Elkhart, Ind.; the Stewart 
Coach Co., of Bristol, Ind.; and the Schulte Corp., of Elkhart, Ind. 

’ The two companies that he has represented he is doing business with 
as of last Friday were the Ironwood Trailer Co., of Ironwood, Mich. ; 
and the General Trailer Co., of Marlette, Mich. 

Senator Carenart. Are these trailers mounted on wheéls? 

Mr. O'Connor. The program is that they will be placed on wheel 
chassis and delivered to the site, at which time they will be placed on a 
concrete or a brick foundation, and then the wheels will go back to 
bring back the next unit. 
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Senator Capenarr. So, the wheels are never a permanent part; is 
that correct ? 

Mr. O’Connor. No; they will not remain on the trailer. 

Senator Capenart. They can be resold; can they? 

Mr. O’Connor. Yes; there will be a salvage value. I understand 
that the trailers have a metal skin, and that there will be high salvage 
value. 

Senator Carenart. Of course, there is a trailer plant in Georgia or 
a prefabricated-housing Poem ee just across the river, in Georgia— 
the Knox Co.—which showed us just such a trailer house which they 
had developed for this specific purpose. 

Mr. O’Connor. I have been informed, Senator, that there are three 
or four companies that are capable of meeting the terms of this con- 
tract, and they can deliver within 30 to 45 days the first unit. 

Senator Caprnart. When we were down there, as you remember, 
the Knox Co. had one of them on the streets, which they had designed 
and engineered and built as a pilot model, and they showed it to us 
specifically. 

The Cuamman. Did this company bid too low, in your judgment? 

Mr. O'Connor. In talking with the du Pont people, Senator, I am 
convinced that they did not bid teo low. The du Pont engineers have 
analyzed the bid, and they feel that there is a reasonable percentage 
of profit at the figure that he has bid, and I respect the judgment of 
the du Pont officials. 

The Cuarrman. The du Pont officials said the company could build 
the trailers at that price and could make a profit; did they ¢ 

Mr. O’Connor. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. What is the difficulty? 

Mr. O’Connor. The crux of the situation is that, in my personal 
opinion, the Robbins Co. is not competent to build these trailers; that 
is my personal opinion. 

Senator CarrHarr. Of course, in many cases, orders which are too 
large are given to a concern; for instance, in this case 4,000 trailers 
are to be built by one concern. Perhaps the law requires that all the 
work must be done by the lowest bidder. However, in many cases 
too large a load is placed on one company, which simply cannot de- 
liver; and then you receive criticisms, such as in this case. 

The Carman. Mr. Boyer, you have followed this matter. Will 
you discuss it? 

Mr. Borer. To answer the Senator’s question, there would be some 
advantage in breaking it up into small groups. On the other hand, 
that involves more administration on the part of the people handling 
the contracts. 

The Caamman. Why have not these people delivered ? 

Mr. Borrr. Various problems are involved. This is a new type 
of contract in the trailer field—where we guarantee the occupancy 
but do not guarantee the loan. We are trying to work out an arrange- 
ment so the Government would not have to put up the money. 

The CuarrMan. Suppose you do not get delivers at all? 

Mr. Borer. That is the problem. 

The Cuamman. January is just around the corner now. 

Mr. Borer. Our people have been into this matter with the du 
Pont people. If you are interested, we shall be glad to give you the 
status of the situation as it stands today. (See appendix A.) 
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The Cuatrman. I certainly would like to‘know the present status. 

Senator Capenart. You mean that you guarantee the occupancy 
but not the cost of the trailer; is that correct a 

Mr. Towne. We guarantee the rental. This is a novel type of 
arrangement, whereby we anticipate securing housing for a tem- 
porary period, and we proceed by means of offering a form of guar- 
anty, which has two parts. We guarantee the rent will be paid. 

marine Carenart. Over a sulheiontly long period to pay for the 
trailer ? 

Mr. Towne. That is the way it works out; but the way we do it is 
slightly different. We guarantee that the rent will be paid during 
the short term during which we need the housing. 

Senator Carenarr. That may be for 2 or 3 years? 

Mr. Towne. Three or four years, or whatever it is. 

Senator Capenart. Yes. 

Mr. Towne. We guarantee, in addition, to make a settlement pay- 
ment at the end of the short period. The settlement payment is the 

uivalent, in effect, of what revenue would be collected by the owner 
of the property during a full term. 

Senator Carrmarr. Let us say the trailers will cost $4,000 each. 
You will guarantee the rent over a period of years which might bring 
in a total of $3,000, let us say. 

Mr. Towne. Yes. 

Senator Carenarr. And then you would pay, in addition, $1,000? 

Mr. Towne. Yes. The settlement payment is, in effect, a net pay- 
ment, because the amount we would pay would be the amount after 
deduction of what the owner of the trailer gets for salvage. 

Senator Careuart. In other words, if the total price was $4,000 
and if the rent paid was $3,000, you would pay $1,000; but, if he could 
salvage it for $500, then you would pay him only $500. Is that correct? 

Mr. Towne. Yes. 

Senator Carguart. Of course, that requires some money to finance. 

Mr. Towne. Exactly. 

Senator Carenart. The question in my mind is who would want to 
finance on that basis. 

Mr. Towne. This is the novel aspect of the problem, and is the one 
which never had been tested. 

Senator Carenarr. Yes. 

Mr. Towne. Both the bidders and the lenders who participated in 
the rents have had to take a great deal of time in exploring this 

roblem. 
f Mier Chairman Brown. Who would own the trailers after they are 
ullt 

Mr. Towne. The private operator owns the trailer and the property 
at all times. Neither the Atomic Energy Commission nor the du Pont 
Co. would take title at any time. 

Senator Carenarr. So, Robbins would own the whole business? 

Mr. Towne. Yes. Furthermore—and this is a point not easily dis- 
cerned—unlike a Government loan or a guarantee by the Government 
of a loan, the guarantee of rental does not involve the Government 
in underwriting the loan. The lender takes any risk of lending money 
to the private operator, in terms of the latter’s ability to perform. 

Senator Carenart. The FHA will not finance under those cir- 
cumstances. 
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Mr. Towne. Oh, no. 

Senator Capenarr. Is there any agency that is qualified by law to 
finance under any such arrangement as the one you have named ? 

Mr. Towne. We have proceeded under the assumption that we have 
the authority under the Atomic Energy Act. 

Senator Carenarr. That is, under the assumption that you can loan 
Robbins money ? 

Mr. Towne. No, that we can guarantee the revenue to the operator. 

Senator Carznart. If one of these trailer houses will cost Robbins 
$3,000, let us say, and if he has $1,000 gross profit, and will provide 
4,000 units, that is a lot of money to pay to the trailer manufacturers; 
and I assume that the manufacturers are paid when they deliver. 

Mr. Towne. Yes. The collateral we offered Robbins is collateral 
in the form of a guaranty of the rent, which is a revenue guaranty, 
and the guaranty of a settlement payment at the end of, let us say, a 
3-year period, or whatever the contract calls for. These are advance 
guaranties which are as good as the Government’s credit. 

Senator CArenarr. Is your guaranty both to Robbins and to the 
trailer manufacturers who make the trailers? 

Mr. Towne. Our guaranty is to Robbins. 

Senator Carenart. Then I can well see where Mr. Robbins has had 
some trouble. 

Mr. Towne. He has had problems in his financing. Unlike the 
information Mr. O'Connor has, we have received, as of yesterday 
morning, a report from our field operations office, which they in turn 
secured from the du Pont Co.—that the financing of the Robbins 
contract has been assured by the Chemical Bank & Trust Co. of New 
York. This was confirmed by the du Pont Co., through contacting 
a representative of that bank. 

The only condition which that bank has to examine before it finally 
closes.this loan is to agree with the Bureau of Internal Revenue as to 
the rate of amortization which the latter will allow for purposes of 
income-tax determination. 

With regard to the performance bond, the company which proposes 
to bond Robbins has also informed du Pont that it is prepared to 
execute the bond in the amount requested. This was confirmed by du 
Pont by contact with the president of the bonding company. 

The Cuamman. When was that? 

Mr. Towne. This information was as of yesterday morning. 

The Cuairman. That is the trouble; all of this should have been 
done long ago. 

Mr. Towne. That company is the United States Casualty & Guar- 
antee Co. 

The Cuatrman. The trouble is the delay. We have been after this 
fellow for 2 weeks to get something done, and he went ahead only 
yesterday. 

Mr. Towne. Yes; it has been slow. 

The Cuarman. I am not here to criticize, but I wish to point out 
that he waited until yesterday, after delaying for 2 months. 

Senator Carrnartr. Was there any other method of handling this 
matter? 

Mr. Towne. Yes; there were at least two alternative methods. 

Senator Carenartr. What were they? 
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Mr. Towne. One was the obvious one which has been followed by 
Government agencies in the past, namely, to secure the housing by 
direct procurement and operation. That is the normal way of doing 
it. We have done it ourselves, at other sites. This is particularly 
true with regard to temporary housing. For reasons about which 
you gentlemen have been informed, we have attempted to keep out of 
the business of being a landlord. 

The Cuamman. I want to congratulate you on that; but at the same 
time, when du Pont made the agreement, that. you concurred in, I 
think the $250,000 bond should have been put up immediately; and 
then perhaps you would not have encountered all this delay, but you 
would have gotten faster performance. 

Mr. Towne. Perhaps. 

Senator Carenarr. Although I do not criticize you for it, I still 
think that you would have been better off if you had broken it up into 
about half a dozen units, among half a dozen different concerns. 

Mr. Towne. That is entirely possible. 

Senator Carenart. After all, a man might be able to handle 500 of 
them, and another man might be able to handle another 500, and so 
forth, up to a total of the 4,000. 

What do the trailers cost? They must cost $4,000 or $5,000 each. 

Mr. O'Connor. No; they figure that the trailer will cost between 
$2,000 and $2,500. 

Senator Careuartr. Then they have to transport them there and 
set them on the concrete bases. I would say that, altogether, the 
total bill would be at least $4,000. 

Mr. O’Connor. I have examined the type of contract they have, and 
I consider it a very advantageous contract from the Government’s 
standpoint. 

Senator Capeuart. You say you do? 

Mr. O’Connor. Yes, I do. It provides shelter or temporary housing 
at no expense to the Government. 

Senator Carenart. It sounds good to me, except it should have been 
offered to a number of companies, to provide 500 units each. 

Mr. O'Connor. I want to point out the terms of the loan which the 
Chemical Bank & Trust Co. is making to Robbins. 

The Cuatrman. How much of a loan will the Chemical Bank & 
Trust Co. make? 

Mr. O’Connor. They will make a $10 million loan to Robbins, but 
there is a gimmick in connection with the loan, and that is that not 1 
penny of the loan will be available to Robbins for construction money. 
In other words, he himself would have to provide financing for the 
development of the trailer parks—the roads, the electricity, the sewer- 
age, and the other facilities. The Chemical Bank & Trust Co. will not 
make available the first dollar of the $10,000,000 until the trailer is 
erected and accepted by du Pont. 

So although Dobbins has a commitment from the Chemical Bank 
& Trust Co., he does not have his construction money. 

The Cuarrman. What is Robbins worth ? 

Mr. O'Connor. I am informed that Robbins has a’net worth of ap- 
proximately half a million dollars. 

The Cuarrman. In other words, about $500,000? 

Mr. O’Connor. Yes, $500,000, which I understand is liquid to the 
extent of slightly less than a quarter of a million dollars. 


DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT 769 


Although the representations about his having financing are true— 
although that is so—yet it goes one step further in respect to the con- 
struction money. 

It is stated that the insurance company which would underwrite 
the bond is the National Casualty 

Mr. Towne. The United States Casualty & Guaranty Co. 

Mr. O’Connor. In his proposal in August he said it was the Hart- 
ford Casualty & Indemnity Co. 

I know of four banks that have been interested in this loan. 

One of the banks is the Philadelphia; the other is the Pennsylvania 
Bank; the other is the First National of Boston, and then the Chemi- 
cal Bank & Trust Co., and then the Republic Bank, of Dallas, Tex. 
They have gone into this contract, and they consider it a bankable 
loan. 

Senator Carenarr. It seems to me it might have been a nice thing 
if you had 8 or 10 companies operating there in competition with 
each other. 

Mr. O’Connor. I can understand that for administrative reasons 
it was advantageous to deal with only one contractor, rather than with 
half a dozen, because there is the problem of guaranteeing the rents; 
and if there were half a dozen contractors, you might have half a 
dozen of them coming to you, instead of one, in connection with the 
guaranteeing of the rents. 

Senator Carenart. That may be so, but I still think we should 
divide the contract and the money among various persons. 

The Cuarrman. I think it should have been broken up into smaller 
contracts. 

I make this suggestion: As I understand from what you have said, 
Mr. O'Connor, we have here a situation in which something must be 
done within 6 weeks. Only because of a lag in the delivery of mate- 
rials and a lag in other ways or a lack of materials—and I ask Mr. 
Boyer and Mr. Dean if this is correct—the employment has been de- 
layed ; but the peak employment will be reached in January or, rather, 
by January they will need these houses. Of course, the peak will not 
be reached in January, but they will need some of the houses by then. 
What are we going to do to get them? 

Mr. O’Connor. I have recommended that the contract of the Rob- 
bins Co. for family-type trailers be canceled, and that one or more 
competent builders be substituted, so that the units will be completed 
within a reasonable time. That was my recommendation to the 
committee. 

Senator Carrnart. I assume that if you cancel this contract you 
will have to advertise again and will have to go through the entire 
procedure again. 

Mr. O’Connor. I understand that the contract can be handled if 
there is someone else who is willing to go into it with Robbins. Am I 
right about that? In other words, someone could be substituted for 
Robbins, at Robbins’ figure. 

Mr. Towne. I do not know; we would have to examine it. 

_ Senator Carenart. I suppose there is.no question but that Robbins 
is in default. 

Mr. O’Connor. In my opinion he is. In the mind of du Pont and 
of the Atomic Energy Commission there is some doubt that he is. 
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We do not have a performance bond to go against, to show that he 
is in default. ; 

Mr. Coox. The notice of award made the final contract subject to 
certain conditions. In checking with Mr. Nelson, our manager of 
operations, and he, in turn with du Pont, in going over all the con- 
ditions involved, we find that they have satisfactorily settled all of 
them. 

The Cuarrman. They have satisfied all the conditions? 

Mr. Cook. Yes. 

The Cuamman. With Robbins? 

Mr. Coox. Yes; that is right, sir. 

The Cuamman. Robbins not, put any trailers there yet. 

Mr. Coox. He has brought a trailer on the job. 

The Cuarrman. But that has only been since Mr. O’Connor was 
there. 

Mr. Coox. It has been accepted as a standard unit, with certain 
modifications. 

The Cuatrman. That has only been since Mr. O'Connor was there. 

Mr. Coox. Robbins is clearing one site, and he has three sites. 

The Cuairman. When did he get the site under lease ? 

Mr. Coox. I do not know the actual dates. 

The Cuarrman. It has been within the last 2 weeks, I believe. 

Mr. Coox. That is correct. 

The Cuatrman. So he did not do anything until we went there. I 
am not criticizing du Pont or the Atomic Energy Commission ; but it 
is just one of the things that happens in a construction job of this type. 
Now you say he has a lease and he is putting up a performance bond; 
that is correct, is it? 

Mr. Coox. Not entirely, sir. He has spent considerable time in 
arranging for his financjng, and he cannot start on the project until 
he has arranged for it. 

The Cuatrman. But he began in July on this job, didn’t he? 

Mr. Coox. No; the notice of award was in the latter part of A 

Senator Carenart. You see, I personally got into the Defense Pro- 
duction Act section 102 (c) which says that— 

Wherever in this act the words “prefabricated houses” are used they shall be 
construed to include houses which are of a mobile or portable character. 

Mr. Towne. That is true, Senator. That act was signed or ap- 
proved by the President on September 1, I believe. 

Senator Carenarr. I believe you are correct about that. 

Mr. Towne. We started our invitations to bid in July. 

Senator Carprnartr. You could come under this Housing Act. 

Mr. Towne. We could now. 

Senator Cargnart. And you could have those houses financed. 

The CHarrman. It was the Defense Housing Act. 

Senator Carenartr. The pu of writing that in the act was to 
take care of situations just pes as the one you have here. In fact, 
I got the idea from seeing that house at Thomson, Ga. They had 
built a trailer there that had wheels on it, but the idea was to put it 
on a concrete foundation. 

Mr. Towne. The Knox Corp. bid, under the arrangement 

Senator Carenart. Of course, it was there when we were there as a 
committee. 
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Mr. Towner. The next lowest bid, the one above the one we elected 
to accept, would have increased the Government liability by about 
$7,700,000. 

Senator Carenart. But the purpose of this provision of the act was 
to take care of just such situations. 

Mr. Towne. But unfortunately it was not available then. 

The Cxarrman. That is correct, because we had so many head- 
aches with Lustron. At that time, as I recall, even the Marine Corps 
had contracted with Lustron at Quantico; and we do not want to 
have anything like that again. 

Mr. Borer. Of course, we are faced with this situation: The Rob- 
bins’ bid appeared to us to be much more attractive because of the 
lower guaranty which was required of the Government; and when 
we are faced with an opportunity to reduce the Government’s risk 
and to save the Government money, we naturally will try to make 
it possible to realize on the basis of that bid. 

en the man comes through—such as Robbins, who is a relatively 
small or smaller business man—we are faced with the necessity of 
working with him as long as it is definitely to the Government’s 
interest to do so. 

Senator Carenarr. I think you were on the right track, if you had 
just given it to half a dozen of them. 

Mr. Borer. Of course, when the next bidder’s bid represented an in- 
crease of the guaranty—for instance, the figure they have here shows 
that the Robbins’ bid represented a guaranty on the part of the Gov- 
ernment of $4,255, less salvage per unit, as compared with the next 
lowest bid of $5,806.80 with no deduction for salvage, when you mul- 
tiply that by 4,000, you are talking about a substantial sum of money. 

Senator Capenartr. That is correct. On the other hand, Robbins 
has not delivered yet. 

Mr. O’Connor. And it is questionable whether he can deliver. 

Senator Carenart. Of course, I understand that situation. 

Mr. Borer. Of course, you know the difficulties. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. O’Connor. I personally feel that it is a good contract. It is 
one which if properly executed will cost the Government nothing— 
particularly when there is an area in which it is necessary to provide 
temporary shelters for a tremendous number of people in a short 

riod of time and for a short period of time. I was favorably im- 
prssed with the type of contract—just not with the execution or per- 
formance of it. 

The Cratrman. I should like to know what the Atomic Energy 
Commission intends to do about getting these ready by January, 
which is when they will be needed. Are you going to get the per- 
formance bond tomorrow? If so, that will be 4 months late. 

Mr. Borer. Senator, we are very actively reviewing this with the 
du Pont Co., and we are insisting that they bring this to a close. 

The Cuamman. How long are you going to give them to get the 
houses there? There must be some limitation. 

Mr. Borer. We are aware of that. 

The Cuatmman. Then you assure the committee that you are going 
to work actively with du Pont to wind up this thing; do you? 

Mr. Coox. Yes; we are doing that now. 
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The Cuatrman. How long has it been since we have been trying 
to get something done here? 

Mr. O’Connor. Since November 1, and I have been in almost daily 
communication with du Pont and with some of the banks, in trying 
to find out something about the Robbins Co. I talked with Mr. 
Faulkner, of the Robbins Co., a week ago Saturday. At that time 
he assured me that everything was ready for production and that 
they had their financing and were signing the contract and were put- 
ting up the performance bond. But so far nothing has been done 
except words, and that has been pretty much the situation all along. 

The Cuamman. Are you certain it will be done by Robbins? 

Mr. Boyer. We have said to the du Pont Co. that they must bring 
this thing to a conclusion. 

The Cuatrman. In how long? 

Mr. Boyer. We have not yet set a limit. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The Cuamman. Will not notify me, so that I may notify Senator 
Capehart and the other members of the joint committee within 10 
days? You are going to get the bond immediately; are you? 

(See appendix A.) 

Mr. Boyer. That will be a part of the deal. They must get the 
bond and get construction and the sites. 

The CHatrman. I am frank to say to you that in my judgment 
if we had not sent Mr. O’Connor down there and gotten mixed up in 
this thing, the matter would have dragged on months longer, because 
we have really been after this contract every day. 

You were in my office last Friday ; weren’t you? 

Mr. O’Connor. Yes. 

The Cuairman. And you started on this a month ago; was it? 

Mr. O'Connor. It was November 1, or about then. 

The Cuarmman. Of course, I can understand how busy the Com- 
mission is. 

Senator Caprnart. I know a little about trailer-manufacturing 
facilities, and I do not know how the group would be able to turn 
out 4,000 units in the next 60 days, if you are going to need them in 
January. 

Mr. Cook. It is an incremental need; and the need now is for 35 
a day. The General Coach Works, Inc., of Marlette, Mich., and the 
Ironwood Trailer Coaches, of Ironwood, Mich., have committed them- 
selves to Robbins to pool their resources and the resources of other 
trailer manufacturers to meet this schedule of 35 a day. May I read 
the following: 

John A. Robbins Co., Inc., is a general contractor located in Philadelphia, Pa. 
The firm has a Dun & Bradstreet rating of $500,000 to over $1,000,000. Bills are 
paid, discount to prompt, nothing slow. The John A. Robbins Co. is a closed 
corporation owned by John A. Robbins. The company was started in 1928 and 
was incorporated in Delaware in 1935. They have successfully completed work 
for various industrial, private, and governmental agencies including Federal 
Works Agency, Washington, D. C.; Fourth Naval District, Bureau of Yards 
and Docks, Washington, D. C.; State of Pennsylvania; Philadelphia Electric Co., 
Philadelphia, Pa.; Philadelphia Gas Works, Philadelphia, Pa.; Girard Trust 
Co., Philadelphia, Pa.; Ford Motor Co., Dearborn, Mich.; United States Pipe 
& Foundry, Burlington, N. J.; McCrory Stores Corp., New York, N. Y.; S. S. 
Kresge & Co., Detroit, Mich.; and the Great Atlantic & Pacific Tea Co., New 
York, N. Y. 

The Coamman. When did they commit themselves? 
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Mr. O’Connor. I talked with the Ironwood Trailer people a week 
ago Saturday, and at that time they still were negotiating; and I be- 
lieve Mr. Cook did as of today. Nothing is in writing with those 
trailer companies. It is a verbal contract. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. O’Connor. I should like to pass on to the next phase. 

Senator Carrenarr. I have a question: Who will maintain the 
trailers, once they are put on the site? 

Mr. Towne. Robbins. 

Senator Carenarr. He will collect the rents and he will maintain 
them, will he? 

Mr. Towne. Yes. I understand that under the contract he also pro- 
vides all the utility services, as a part of the rent. 

The Cuarman. Where will he get that ¢ 

Mr. Towne. It is provided as a part of the project development. 

The Cuarrman. But there are so many communities there that will 
need to get priorities on steel and aluminum and so forth, to build 
such facilities, that you will have a hard time getting that develop- 
ment in a short time. 

Mr. Towne. That is right. 

Mr. Coox. These trailers are not all to be located at one spot; they 
will be spaced all around the communities. 

The Cuamman. I understand. However, it is also true that many 
of the communities there do not have all the facilities they need. I 
am referring to what we call facilities under FHA. 

Mr. O'Connor. Attached to the report is a copy of the contracts 
over $10,000 which have been let by du Pont, the name of the com- 
panies, the type of work to be performed, whether it is a fixed-fee 
contract or a unit-price contract, and the method of handling the 
contract. 

Through July of this year, du Pont, which has the authority to let 
subcontracts under $10,000 without AEC approval, had awarded 10,376 
contracts, for a total of $124,340342. In all that activity, only one 
case of fraud developed. Du Pont’s auditors uncovered a fraudulent 
procurement officer whom du Pont had hired; and they promptly 
turned him over to the FBI, and the man is now under indictment. 

I think du Pont is to be commended for their handling of that 
employee, whose name is Walter W. Long. 

There is another phase of the survey which I should like to bring 
to the attention of the committee, one which is rather pertinent from 
the standpoint of the multiplicity of investigations that these people 
have been subjected to since September of this year: Since September 
of this year, du Pont has devoted approximately 3,400 hours to han- 
dling inquiries of investigators and performing the acts of cooperation 
which I said earlier today I have thanked them for. The Atomic 
Energy Commission has expended some 700 hours in answering the 
inquiries of congressional investigators. 

Senator Carenartr. Was our committee included in that? 

The Cuatrman. What is that? 

Mr. O’Connor. I was pointing out the number of hours that have 
been consumed this year by investigations. Du Pont has used 3,400 
man-hours in answering inquiries and in investigations; and the 
Atomic Energy Commission has expended 700 hours. 

Senator Carenart. What committees were those ? 
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Mr. O’Connor. The House Committee on Education and Labor, 
which of course held open hearings there; the House Appropriations 
Committee; and the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy; also repre- 
sentatives of the General Accounting Office. 

The Cuarmman. Of course, this committee would not consider 
criticizing another committee for making an investigation. It is true 
that, as the legislative branch of the Government, we are supposed to 
legislate. At the same time, some of the in tions which were 
made by the congressional committees have more than paid their way, 
regardless of the amount of time consumed. So I join Senator Cape- 
hart in saying that I would not in any sense be critical of any investiga- 
tion. I myself have spent many hours in that work. 

Mr. O’Connor. I just point that out as a matter of information. 

The Cuarrmman. I understand that. As a matter of fact, I spoke 
to you about it. However, any congressional committee having juris- 
diction of certain phases of the program—as you know and as Mr. 
Dean knows and as you other gentlemen know—has that right; and I 
do not want the record to indicate that I do not believe it has that right. 

Senator Carenart. Was the Senate Small Business Committee 
there? This sounds to me like small business in some respects. 

Mr. O’Connor. They were there in connection with one problem, in 
connection with obtaining assistance for one of the contractors. 

However, since September of this year, that is a rather large amount 
of manpower to devote to investigations. 

Senator Carenart. I am glad you pointed that out. After all, the. 
Congress is for the purpose of legislating; and if we did more legis- 
lating, instead of investigating, perhaps we would be better off. On 
the other hand, 1 do not know that that is entirely the case, because 
in the last 3 years the investigations have borne good fruits to the 
Government. 

Mr. O'Connor. I would be very happy to answer any questions from 
these gentlemen from the Atomic Energy Commission, if they have 
any questions to ask. 

r. Borer. I think you have covered it rather well. 

The Cuarrman. I want to say to Mr. Dean and to Mr. Boyer that 
I was very agreeably pleased with the report of Admiral] Cotter inso- 
far as production is concerned, and from what I learned when I was 
there. I think they have done a pretty job so far. But I am 
distressed about the Robbins contract. It might lead to more and 
more investigations, when it is more widely known. So the sooner you 
clear that up properly—as I know you are doing and will do—the 
better it will be for everyone—although I am not lecturing anyone. 

Senator Carenart. Do you think it would be better to award that 
contract to half a dozen different companies ¢ 

Mr. O’Connor. I understand there are several companies—the 
Knox Co. being one of them—that are prepared to present a _ 

sal to du Pont to take the contract over, and I understand they 
hove a design on their drawing boards. But I do not know definitely 
about that. 

Senator Carenarr. I merely take the position, after having been in 
business, that it is well to have three or four sources of supply, in case 
one of them breaks down or is destroyed by fire or otherwise is unavail- 
able. So I think that procedure would be well in this case. 
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Also there is always criticism by some persons that there is some- 
thing sinister about big business. My point of view is that there is 
no particular virtue to all big business any more than there is to all 
small business. Of course, there is no truth in the saying that big 
business is always dishonest and small business is always honest. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

Mr. Dean. I should like to make this general observation : I should 
like to say that I think an investigation of this type under the auspices 
of the committee is a healthy thing. I think that probably in this last 
instance, where obviously we have been too slow, the committee’s 
influence will turn out to be good. 

I want to assure you that we will sit on top of it and will get per- 
formance out of it, or else someone else will do it. 

The Cuamman. Let me assure you that all we want to do is accom- 
plish good for the national defense production, so as to make our 
country impregnable. That is all we want. 

Before the record of this hearing is given out, I want to send it 
to you and to the other Commissioners, as well as to the committee 
staff, and have anything objectionable, in terms of security, taken out. 

Mr. Dean. I want to assure you that whenever your committee or 
any of your staff has anything that you feel needs looking into—and 
this thing is so big that it involves thousands of different problems— 
we hope that you will bring the matter to our attention at once, because 
our desire is to get the job » Fr as speedily as possible and with as little 
waste and inefficiency as possible. 

The Cuarrman. I should like to say that Mr. O’Connor and Mr. 
Douglas made certain findings regarding labor and overtime; is that 
correct ? 

Mr. O’Connor. I should like to state—— 

The Cuarrman. They are here for the record, if anyone wishes to 
see them. However, since the Committee on Education and Labor 
was there, and since we had only staff members there, I think it would 
be proper for the Committee on Education and Labor to report on 
that. 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes. We have that information if you want it, but 
we did not incorporate it in the report. 

The Cuatrman. And you will make it available to the committee ; 
but we will not make it available to the press, because we do not want 
to usurp the function of the Committee on Education and Labor or 
conflict with its findings. 

Go ahead, Mr. Dean. 

Mr. Dean. I am not familiar with that phase of the report. 

The Cuarrman. Of course, the House Committee on ndetatinn and 
Labor made the investigation, and the Congressmen themselves held 
hearings. I believe it only appropriate—as I believe the vice chair- 
man of this committee will belivve as a Member of the House of Rep- 
resentatives—that whatever comes from that might be filed by the 
House Committee on Education and Labor, in view of the fact that 
— went there. None of us went there, but we did send some of our 
staff. 

So far as I can find from the record—and it will be in the record 
for everyone to see, because it is the duty of the Committee on Edu- 
cation and Labor to file its report—you found some waste, as is true 
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in any big project, but you found no great amount of it. Is that 
correct ? 

Mr. O’Connor. We found no over-all loafing or waste that we could 
criticize. In a project of that size there are bound to be some em- 
ployees who will not produce 100 percent 100 percent of the time. 

We did see some men standing around; but upon inquiry we found 
they were either waiting for a crane to come there or were waiting for 
material to come there. 

There was no manifest loafing or waste; no, sir; and I stand behind 
Admiral Cotter on that point, because my inquiry was made some 
2 weeks after he was there. 

So, I have no criticism at all as to the utilization of manpower. 

The CuarrmMan. Were there any dissatisfied employees there ? 

Mr. O’Connor. There were a number of disgruntled employees 
who had left. In an operation of that type there is always someone 
who thinks he can do the job better or thinks he knows better than 
the boss does. A statement we obtained from a man—lI believe he was 
a carpenter—highly criticized the type of work; but, in my opinion, 
he was no more than a disgruntled employee. 

The Cuarrman. You will have that situation in connection with 
any type of activity. 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes; you will have it in any place. 

The Cuamman. And you will have it in private employment, too. 

Mr. O’Connor. Yes. 

We have a report on the turn-over of personnel down there. Very 
frankly, I think it is only 1 percent—either 1 percent or 2 percent; I 
have forgotten exactly which it is—who have been discharged, for 
various reasons—security reasons, use of alcohol, fights, loafing. They 
have the statistics broken down. 

Senator Carpeuarr. Only 1 percent ? 

Mr. O’Connor. I think that is the figure—for cause. 

Senator Careuart. In other words, discharge for cause? 

Mr. O’Connor. Yes. 

Senator Carenart. I see. 

Mr. O'Connor. Some 7,000 have left the project since its inception, 
but primarily they have left because of moving away or because of 
other jobs, or the like. 

The percentage of discharge for cause might be 2 percent, but the 
amount was minimum. 

Senator Carenarr. I am looking for a personnel manager who can 
keep that figure down to 1 percent. I think that is fine. 

The CHatrman. Do you know the exact percentage? 

Mr. O'Connor. Yes; I have that report. I shall be glad to figure 
it out. 

Senator Carenart. Today the turn-over of employment in indus- 
try generally is terrific. 

The Cuarrman. What does the actual report show? It impressed 
me very much. 

Mr. O'Connor. The 1-percent or 2-percent figure applies to dis- 
charge for cause. There are 7,096 employees who have left the project 
since its inception. 

In the case of discharge for cause, the figures are as follows: falsifi- 
cation of information, 86; fighting, 14; insubordination, 143; liquor, 
68; unsatisfactory attendance, 62; unsatisfactory performance, 638. 
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The unsatisfactory-performance discharges amounted to 638 out 
of a total of 7,096 cases of employees who have left the project since 
its inception. 

Senator Carrnarr. What percentage of the total do the 7,096 con- 
stitute ? 

Mr. O’Connor. I do not know. In figures, they spoke of having 
about 18,000 employees there. 

Senator Caprmart. Then you are lucky to keep the figure that low. 

The Cuarrmman. Of course, many of those who work there are work- 
ing in off agricultural seasons and will leave those jobs to go back to 
the farm for the harvest, to harvest cotton, tobacco, or what have you, 


in October or November. 

Mr. O’Connor. I might point out that Mr. Mason told me of a case 
in which a surveying crew went through a wooded area down there 
and met a couple of fellows who had shotguns and who forced them 
to leave that area. It turned out that there was a still there. So, you 
have all sorts of fellows down there. 

The Cuarrman. How many were fired for drunkenness ? 

Mr. O'Connor. Sixty-eight. 

The Cuarmman. That is a good record, out of a total of 18,000 
employees. 

If there is nothing further, we shall have the record written up, 
and will send it to you, Mr. Dean; and we want you to eliminate any- 
thing which you think should not be included in the record, because of 
security reasons or otherwise. I will do the same, later; and then 


we shall make the copies. 
Mr. Dean. Thank you, sir. We will eliminate items having security 


significance. I believe there are some. 
The Cuarrman. The preliminary report by Mr. Douglas and Mr. 


O’Connor will be inserted in the record at this point. 
(The report referred to is as follows:) 


PRELIMINARY Report oF SurvVEY OF SAVANNAH River Prosect, ATOMIC ENERGY 
COMMISSION, BY JOHN L. Dov@LAS AND DANIEL L. O’CoNNOR 


INTRODUCTION 


A survey of conditions existing at the Savannah River project was under- 
taken on October 23, 1951. No concrete allegations of mismanagement or irregu- 
larities were furnished. However, numerous rumors exist charging misman- 
agement of the project and alleged irregularities. 

Briefly these rumors are— 

1. Miscellaneous charges that wage scale established by Wage Stabilization 
Board for SRP is too high for area. This is causing established manufacturers 
in area to lose skilled labor because they are prohibited from paying compar- 
able rates, 

2. Charges by Leslie Gould, financial editor, New York Herald Tribune, of 
collusion between du Pont and unions whereby no skilled worker can be employed 
on project without union clearance and membership. 

3. Miscellaneous charges of unreasonable lag in housing and shelter program. 

(a) Bid submitted by a Philadelphia contractor named Robbins for 4,000 
temporary trailer units entirely too low for proper construction. Likewise, 
contract let in July 1951 and to date contractor has made no effort to perform. 
A question has been raised as to Robbins’ ability to produce. 

4. Questions have been raised by ‘unknown sources concerning du Pont’s 
method of letting subcontracts. 

5. Possible overordering and hoarding of materials in near critical supply. 

6. Mishandling of land-acquisition program. 

A survey of the engineering and construction phases of the project was 
conducted by Admiral C. H. Cotter. Likewise, the House Committee on Educa- 
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tion and Labor has held hearings at Augusta, Ga., on alleged violations by 

du Pont of the Taft-Hartley Act. (In view of these hearings by the Committee 

on Education and Labor no report covering personnel policies will be filed al- 

though considerable material on this phase was developed during the survey.) 
This survey report covers conditions existing as of November 1, 1951. 


LAND-ACQUISITION PROGRAM 


Responsibility for land acquisition under the Atomic Energy Commission's 
program has been delegated by AEC to the Corps of Engineers. Under the 
terms of this delegation, the Corps of Engineers furnishes all personnel, equip- 
ment, and know-how to complete the various assignments. Funds covering the 
cost of such assignments are made available to the Corps of Engineers by ABC. 

On November 28, 1950, simultaneous with the public announcement of the 
Savannah River project, the Chief of Engineers issued a directive to the South 
Atlantic division, Corps of Engineers, to acquire, in fee simple, some 240,000 
acres of land required by the project. An office was established at Aiken, 8. C., 
and this office was staffed with what is represented to be sufficient personnel 
to complete the acquisition program. 

The Aiken office is responsible for the mapping, appraisal, negotiation for 
purchase and payment of all land within the project area. This office recom- 
mends condemnation of lands on which purchase negotiations are unsuccessful 
or where title is not clear of record. 

The Department of Justice handles all condemnation proceedings or other 
litigation affecting the land-acquisition program. 

Of the total area contained in the project site approxmiately 33 percent of 
the acreage is open land (including pasture and farm); 67 percent is woods 
(including cut-over woodland). 

The site area includes two principal communities: BDilenton with a popu- 
lation of 600 and Dunbarton with a population of 231. There also are several 
small cross-road communities. 

Complete evacuation of the town of Ellenton is scheduled for February 1, 
1952, and the final date for complete acquisition of all land in the project area 
has been scheduled for June 1, 1952. 

Title to less than 22 percent (51,277 acres) of the site acreage is now vested 
in the United States. Options have been accepted on an additional 65,279 acres, 
and appraisals have been approved on 99,271 acres. According to du Pont this 
program is only about 25 percenti complete. (Attached hereto as exhibit A is a 
detailed analysis of the acquisition program to October 31, 1951, as submitted 
by AEC). 

Litigation—aAs of October 30, 1951, 74 condemnation assemblies have been 
filed an order of possession entered; 53 assemblies have been forwarded to 
Washington with recommendation to file, and 42 assemblies are now being 
prepared for submission. In the first! group of 74 assemblies, 27 cases are 
contested because of value; in the second group of 53 assemblies, 9 cases are 
contesting value; and in the last group of 42 cases, 3 cases are contesting 
value. In summary, of the total of 169 cases, 39 will be contested on value. 
The remaining 130 cases are being or have been filed because of title defects. Of 
this group, options on 110, signed by a part or all of the apparent heirs, have 
been obtained. The remaining 20 cases involve properties owned by individuals 
who have been found to be impossible to contact for various reasons. 

During the early phases of the program, substantial confirmations were 
received of attempts to organize the landowners within the area in an effort to 
push land prices as far upward as possible. The organizations failed to develop. 
However, a handful of large landowners promoted considerable agitation, cul- 
minated by two mass meetings attended by approximately 100 owners. Consid- 
erable dissatisfaction was expressed because of prices offered as well as over 
capital gains taxes confronting the owners. It is reported that local attorneys 
have actively engaged in solicitation of condemnation business in the project 
area. 

At the present time, resistance seems to be principally confined to large land- 
owners who appear to have the best chance of substantial benefits in court awards 
where condemnation is necessary. 

In general, the active opposition of owners is slight although complaints of one 
sort or another have been registered during the past several months. Procedures 
followed, comparison of price received by various owners and lack of anticipated 
attention have been the most common complaints. 
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In September 1951 the initial trials on condemnation cases were held in 
Federal court. Seven cases were heard and resulted in an approximate over-all 
increase in compensation of 35 percent to owners. 

In areas to be used for construction purposes, owners are given dates to move, 
set as far in advance as possible, predicated on construction schedules of the 
project. Every attempt has been made to extend the required moving date to 
the limit in order to afford sufficient time for the owner to relocate. Owners of 
lands out of construction zones have been given up to 6 months to move. Due 
to change in plan or peculiarities of the construction lay-out, adjoining properties 
may have entirely different evacuation dates or properties may be evacuated and 
left unused. These situations are mostly unavoidable and every effort is made 
to circumvent their occurrence. 

As much farming was continued during the past season within the area as 
appeared feasible during the early days of the job. In numerous cases, project 
work has destroyed growing crops, in full or part, necessitating considerable pay- 
ment of damage claims. Where possible, gathering of crops has been completed 
by the owners before work was started. 

One policy established by the Corps of Engineers in connection with negotia- 
tions is that of offering to the owner a one-figure proposal, that being the 
approved appraised value. This policy evolved from experience during World 
War II at the beginning of which a leeway of 10 percent above or below the 
appraisal was permissible in negotiations. Owners accepting this figure are 
often penalized up to 20 percent by acceptance of first offers as against stubborn 
owners who held out to the last. 

Inhabitants of the town of Ellenton, 8. C., were interviewed, and many vigor- 
ously complained of the inattention they are receiving. It was pointed out that 
they are required to evacuate their premises by February 1952, but as of October 
31, 1951, the Corps of Engineers had not completed appraisals of their property. 
In view of the mandatory evacuation they must seek new quarters without any 
commitment from the Government as to the value of their present premises. 
Another primary objection has been that of taxes. No provision is made for 
tax losses incurred from forced sales. Much of the property in this area has 
been held by families for many generations and the increase in market value has 
been tremendous. 

HOUSING PROGRAM 


As of November 1, 1951, it was estimated that within a 50-mile radius of the 
project there were approximately 925 family units available to in-migrant 
families. These were located primarily in the fringe areas. In addition it was 
estimated that approximately 2,000 rooms were available for rent in Augusta, Ga., 
and other nearby communities. 

Temporary shelters.—The problem of housing a minimum of 4,000 families and 
7,500 men all of whom will be in-migrant workers has been considered by AEC 
and du Pont. This problem has been met by awarding two contracts—one for 
the erection of barrack-type shelters and the other for the erection of single- 
family trailers or demountable housing units. Each of these contracts will be 
considered in detail. . 

At the outset it is pertinent to note that as of November 1, 1951, no shelters 
under either of these contracts have been completed despite the fact that October 
1, 1951, was considered by both AEC and du Pont as the date on which the first 
group of structures should be ready for occupancy. 

Both AEC and du Pont have taken the position that the unavailability of 
these shelters has not hampered the construction program. However, both 
affirmatively state that such housing must be available by January 15, 1952. 

The contract for 4,000 family units was awarded August 16, 1951, to the John A. 
Robbins Co. of Philadelphia, Pa. The award for barrack-type shelters was 
awarded to Lyles & Lang on August 28, 1951. 

The Robbins contract.—John A. Robbins Co. of Philadelphia, Pa., on August 
16, 1951, was awarded a contract for the erection of 4,000 family units (trailers). 
This award contemplated the erection of the first 500 units by October 1, 1951. 
Robbins was required to post a performance bond in the amount of $250,000. 
As of November 1, 1951, Robbins had not posted the performance bond and 
had not delivered or erected his first family shelter. Likewise, he had not 
obtained approval for any site on which the projects were to be erected nor 
had any definite commitment been obtained from Robbins as to when he would 
begin supplying the units called for by the contract. 

No satisfactory explanation has been furnished by either du Pont or AEC 
as to why Robbins has not been forced to comply with the terms of his contract. 
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On October 29, 1951, A. L. Tackman, assistant to the project manager, AEC, fur- 
nished a statement to the effect that Robbins had obtained financing and was 
prepared to proceed with the construction of these units. 

On October 31, 1951, Herbert J. Feinen, assistant field project manager, 
du Pont, advised that their office in Wilmington, Del., had conferred with 
Robbins and as of that date Robbins had not obtained financing and apparently 
was not in a position to proceed with the contract. On November 2, 1951, F. H. 
Mackie of du Pont advised that he had given Robbins until Tuesday, November 6, 
1951, in which to comply with the terms of the contract or else be canceled 
out. 

On November 12, 1951, a Mr. Moyer of the du Pont Wilmington office ad- 
vised that Robbins had not complied with the contract and had not obtained 
financing. On November 13, 1951, F. H. Mackie advised that Robbins had not 
obtained financing and had not complied. At this time, Mackie stated that du 
Pont’s only interest was in obtaining housing for in-migrant families and that 
he personally felt that Robbins should be canceled out and some competent build- 
er substituted. No official of AEC or du Pont cold furnish the satisfactory 
explanation as to why Robbins had been permitted to delay so long. Likewise, 
no explanations whatsoever has been advanced as to why du Pont or AEC has 
not required Robbins to submit his performance bond in the amount of $250,000. 

The Robbins Co. on July 20, 1951, submitted an organizational brochure 
along with their bid of the project. This brochure listed officers nd employees 
of their firm and listed generally representative clients for whom they have had 
construction contracts. Among these were Federal Works Agency, National 
Public Housing, Fourth Naval District, Philadelphia Electric Co., Ford Motor 
Co., United States Pipe & Foundry, and numerous others indicating a wide 
experience in the construction field. The bid proposal was submitted by Clayton 
J. Faulkner, vice president and general manager. Faulkner's background was 
submitted to du Pont as follows: 

“American citizen, attended universities in United States and Canada, in- 
cluding University of Western at London. Member of the National Platform 
Association and a nationally known lecturer on Government. Employed by 
Michael J. DeAngelis the past 3 years and employed by John A. Robbins Co., 
Inc., as general manager.” 

Michael J. DeAngelis is identified as a registered architect. 

Faulkner was interviewed at the Bon Air Hotel, Augusta, Ga., on November 
8, 1951. Faulkner, in answer to questions concerning site locations, acquisi- 
tion of trailer units, financing construction force, etc., was evasive and noncom- 
mittal. He furnished no information whatsoever concerning himself or his 
organization or the John A. Robbins Co. He promised to submit a statement 
outlining the points covered during the interview on the following morning; 
however, at the appointed time he called and requested permission to submit 
the inofrmation that afternoon as he had to consult certain records and other 
members of the organization. Not having heard from Faulkner during the 
afternoon of November 2, 1951, attempt was made to contact him at the Bon 
Air Hotel that evening at which time it was determined that he had checked 
out leaving no forwarding address. 4t is understood at the present time that 
Ilaulkner can be reached at the Robbins’ Office in Philadelphia. 

As of the writing of this report (November 14, 1951) Robbins has not fur- 
nished a performance bond and has not erected his first unit. (See Appendix 
B-2 for copy of contract filed by Robbins. ) 

A copy of the bid proposal and brochure submitted by John A. Robbins Co. 
is attached hereto as exhibit B. 

As late as November 23, 1951, the Robbins Co. had not posted the performance 
bond nor had they executed their formal agreement with du Pont. 

Permanent housing.—It is estimated by AEC and du Pont that approximately 
6,000 families will remain permanently in the project area after plant con- 
struction is completed. The problem of supplying permanent housing for these 
families has not been solved. 

There now exists an acute shortage in housing. This is due primarily to the 
lack of financing of long-term real-estate mortgages. Another factor is the lack 
of community facilities and services to service any large-scale building program. 
Both of these factors have been recognized, and the passage of the Defense 
Housing and Community Facilities and Services Act of 1951 should alleviate the 
situation. 

Under date of October 19, 1951, the Administrator of the Housing and Home 
Finance Agency announced a program for the erection of 3,300 rental units and 





ae 


IR aa ET EE 








a a ee 


a lillie: ielchial 











DEFENSE PRODUCTION ACT 781 


130 units for sale to individuals. As a result of this announcement 129 appli- 
cations representing 29,141 units were received from builders. The quota of 
2,300 units will be allocated to builders on a selective basis, for construction 
in the city of Augusta, Ga., and the towns of Aiken, Allendale, Barnwell, Black- 
ville, North Augusta, and Williston in South Carolina. 

The response which the Housing and Home Finance Agency has had from 
builders for allocation of housing under the recently announced program indi- 
cates that there is no lack of interest on the part of private industry to provide 
the necessary housing, when financing is available. It is expected that in meet- 
ing the requirements for housing for defense workers in the Savannah River 
area there will be no need for Government housing, as provided for in Public 
Law 139. 

The relaxation of regulation X for this area has helped only a small number 
of individuals. To date du Pont has requested 147 certificates of ownership 
eligibility from the Atomic Energy Commission. 

Only a few certificates of ownership eligibility have been requested from the 
AEC for permanent operating department employees of the project. 

The defense housing bill relaxes credit terms on houses costing up to $12,000 
but does not give any assurance above that price. Consideration should be 
given to this problem. 


RENT CONTROL 


Rent control became effective in this area on September 20, 1951, as a result 
of the territory having been classified as a “critical defense area.” The Office 
of Rent Stabilization has been in operation only since the 26th of September and, 
for this reason, it is difficult, in this short period, to properly evaluate the rental 
housing situation. 

The base date, or what is sometimes termed the maximum rent date, for 
this area is July 1, 1950, this date being four months prior to the announce- 
ment of the project. 


CONTRACTORS 


According to Curtis A. Nelson, AEC manager, the Atomic Bnergy Commission 
selected du Pont as the prime contractor to design, construct, and operate the 
Savannah River project. The reason for this was du Pont’s vast experience in 
this type of construction gained during World War IT. 

AEC exercises over-all on site supervision and to date has had no complaint as 
to du Pont’s methods of operation. In fact AEC has nothing but praise for the 
efficiency displayed by du Pont’s engineers and administrative staff. 

AEC has delegated to du Pont authority to let subcontracts for labor, mater- 
ial, or services not exceeding $10,000. During the period February through 
July 1951 du Pont awarded 10,376 contracts totaling $124,323,242. 

The AEC has established the policy that fees paid on cost-fixed-fee con- 
tracts must be fair and reasonable although there is no statutory limit as to 
the amount that can be paid. In order to assure that comparable fees are 
paid for comparable services and that the amount paid is fair and reasonable, 
the Commission has developed fee schedules as part of its contract manual estab- 
lishing maximum fees to be paid architect engineers. Deductions from these 
maximum fees are made for various factors such as complexity of the work, 
completeness of services, nonreimbursable representatives and period of service. 
The determination of fixed fee, in essence, is made by ascertainment, in con- 
sultation with the contractor, of the extent of the services to be performed, and 
then using the established maximum fee schedules and adjusting the fee by fac- 
tors, as mentioned above, negotiating a fair and reasonable fee by factors, as 
mentioned above, negotiating a fair and reasonable fee for such services. Fair 
and reasonable fees are negotiated for less than the maximum whenever it is 
possible to do so. 

Appended hereto as exhibit C is a schedule of all contracts over $10,000 awarded 
as of October 1, 1951. 

The only evidence of fraudulent contracts thus far uncovered involved a du 
Pont purchasing agent named Walter W. Long. Long’s manipulation of contracts 
was discovered by du Pont auditors, and his activities were immediately reported 
to the Federal Bureau of Investigation. Action taken in this matter is adequately 
reported by the Augusta (Ga.) Herald on October 4, 1951. The story reads as 
follows: 

“Augustan is held on Federal count of plotting fraud.—The FBI Thursday 
charged three persons with plotting to defraud the Government by ‘irregular’ 
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sales of construction materials for the Savannah River H-bomb plant through 
dummy companies. 

“Special Agent-in-charge Alvin ©. Schlenker of the Savannah FBI office said 
a former purchasing agent for the du Pont Co., conspired with his wife and an 
Augusta businessman to contracts through undercover deals. 

“Walter Golosky, Augusta camera dealer, was arrested here, and Walter W. 
Long, former du Pont purchasing agent and his wife were arrested in Tupelo, 
Miss. 

“Schlenker said ‘irregular’ sales meant they did not always go to the lowest 
bidder and he said Long, as an employee in the du Pont purchasing department, 
schemed to steer orders to dummy companies formed by his wife and Golosky. 

“Schlenker said they had connections which enabled them to deliver the goods 
and the conspiracy involved their methods, such as failing to advertise for sealed 
bids. 

“Schlenker said no blame was placed against the B. I. du Pont de Nemours 
Co., general contractor for building the billion-dollar H-bomb plant in South 
Carolina, across the Savannah River from Augusta. 

“The investigation, it was reported, was started by the du Pont Co., and 
the AKC. 

“After it was established the scheme was in operation the FBI was notified 
and agents immediately stepped into the investigation. 

“*The du Pont people were very prompt in acting,’ Schlenker said, ‘after we got 
the report from our routine confidential sources.’ He said a complete audit will 
be made to show how much money the Government lost. 

“It does not involve any enormous amount of money,’ Schlenker said. “They 
were able to operate only for a very brief time.’ 

“Golosky, immediate past president of the Augusta Riding and Driving Club, 
was freed under $2,000 bond. The Longs, now living in Tupelo, were freed under 
$5,000 bonds each. 

“Schlenker said all three were charged with ‘conspiring to defraud the United 
States Government,’ but Long handled the ‘irregular’ purchases for du Pont 
while his wife and Golosky did the selling. 

“*All the companies that they were actually officers of produced nothing,’ 
Schlenker said. ‘They bought from other companies.’ 

“Schlenker said much further investigation will be needed to determine which 
transactions involved actual loss to Government. He said the companies formed 
to handle the deals could not be identified at present. 

“Mrs. Long, the former Ruby Angle, was a member of a highly respected 
Tupelo family. While in Tupelo the Longs lived with her father, Joe L. Angle, 
a contractor. 

“Long was ill with a heart ailment at the time of his arrest, although not 
confined, the FBI said. United States Commissioner Ruth West traveled from 
Aberdeen, Miss., to Tupelo to conduct his arraignment, because of his illness.” 


INVESTIGATIONS OF SAVANNAH RIVER PROJECT 


Both du Pont and AEC have, since September 1951, been plagued with what 
they consider unwarranted and unnecessary investigations. The following have 
had representatives on the project site for periods varying from 2 days to 2 weeks: 

1. House Appropriations Committee 

2. Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 

3. House Committee on Education and Labor (full-scale hearings by this 
committee are scheduled for November 5, 1951, at Augusta, Ga., to 
inquire into alleged violation of Taft-Hartley Act, though none are 
admitted or known by either management or unions) 

4. Committee on Small Business (not known whether Senate or House) 

5. The General Accounting Office 

6. Miscellaneous unscheduled visits from several Congressmen and Senators 
conducting personal inquires. 

Du Pont has just completed a detailed analysis of its operations for the 
House Appropriations Committee. This report is in one volume, approximately 
6 inches thick and is in the nature of a white paper. It is entitled “Means and 
Methods for Control of Labor Efficiency.” Subjects covered are: 

1. General and over-all planning 

2. Training 

8. Scheduling 

4. Detailed planning and labor estimating 
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5. Design analysis and construction field changes 
6. Methods and procedures 
7. Employee suggestion plan 
8. Publicity program 
9. Waste elimination 
10. Controls-—actual 
11. (@) Job ratings 
(b) Unit costs 
(c) Completed construction per man-hour data 
(d) Cost savings reports 
(e) Cost charts 
tjoth AEC and du Pont were requested to give a statement concerning official 
investigations of the Savannah River project. There follows a verbatim state- 
ment from each: 
STATEMENT BY AEC 


Investigations of project 
A. Congressional groups conducting investigation from inception to Novem- 
ber 1, 1951: 


1. Congressional Committee on Education and Labor: 
Russell C. Derrickson, staff member 
M. O. Graham, staff member 
2. House Appropriations Committee: 
Robert E. Rightmyer, staff member 
G. G. Bell, staff member 
M. J. Bell, staff member 
E. Abbott, staff member 
3. Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on Atomic Energy: 
John L. Douglas, staff member 
G. R. Richardson, consultant 
Admiral C. H. Cotter, consultant 


B. Government departments conducting investigation from inception to 
November 1, 1951: 


1. Representatives of the General Accounting Office: 
Karl F. Perkinson 
Elisha Clifford Nesbitt 
Charles H. Moore 
Leron Cooke 

It was understood this investigation was conducted in behalf of a committee 
of the House. 

C. Extent to which inquiries overlap: All inquiries were directed toward labor 
problems and in each case full discussions were held with contractor management 
and with AEC management. Likewise in each case statistics were furnished 
as to employment determinations and related employment information. The 
GAO committee and the House Appropriations Committee covered the same field 
in a different manner. Whereas the GAO committee visited individual units of 
the construction workers, interviewed them and reported the results of the inter- 
views in order to obtain commitments, the House Appropriations Committee staff 
started from the management and worked down, first obtaining the over-all 
background of management of the project, and then making checks at the workers’ 
level in the areas. This same approach was used by the Senate Appropriations 
subcommittee group. Most of the information submitted to these groups had 
previously been submitted to the staff of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
during one of their periodic visits to the site. 

ID. Techniques used by investigators: The Committee on Education and Labor 
group appeared at the area without prior notification and held one meeting with 
AEC officials and one meeting with du Pont officials. It is our understanding 
that members of this group visited various working areas by automobile and 
interviewed individual employees. It is known they were not admitted to any 
of the fenced areas. We do not know how long this group was in the area. 

The GAO committee arrived in the area unannounced ostensibly to conduct a 
routine audit. Two of the representatives were cleared, two were not cleared. 
As part of this audit, this group indicated they were most concerned about 
making payroll checks in the field. Before permitting any of them access, we 
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checked with the Washington office and found that they were actually represent- 
ing the Investigating Division of the General Accounting Office, and were per- 
forming an investigation at the request of a congressional committee. While 
this information was being obtained members of the group drove into the various 
areas which were not fenced, without escort, and made a number of observations 
which they later brought back and discussed with du Pont and AKC, referring 
only to the general incidents and not indicating the names, license number, or 
any other identifying data that would have permitted du Pont management to 
have given reasons for any of the incidents observed, or to indicate whether or 
not such persons were actually employees of du Pont or some other contractor 
or service in the area. After the true nature of the visits were known arrange- 
ments were made for staff members to enter the fenced areas. 

The House Appropriations Committee staff came with appropriate introduc- 
tion, was introduced to du Pont management, and given access to all records 
and material reflecting management technique and methods and labor statistics. 
This group also visited the various areas with a driver, after which a compre- 
hensive list of requested information was discussed with AEC and du Pont staff 
members. This material was to be prepared and submitted to the investigating 
staff in approximately 2 to 3 weeks. It is our understanding this group will 
return to the site for further investigation after receipt of this material. 

The Subcommittee on Atomic Energy of the Senate Appropriations Committee 
sent two men, Mr. G. R. Richardson, and Admiral C. H. Cotter, as advisers on 
construction. It is our understanding that Admiral Cotter is an eminently 
qualified construction engineer. These gentlemen followed approximately the 
same course as was followed by the House Appropriations Committee staff by 
placing greater emphasis on construction methods and results, and the relation- 
ship of labor to these methods and results. 

E. Estimated man-hours required of management personnel by investigators: 
No record was kept of actual man-hours spent by AEC management personnel, 
but a general estimate indicates that between 700 and 1,000 man-hours were 
used in discussions, compiling reports, and preparing other material for the staff 
members. 


STATEMENT BY DU PONT 


Investigations of project 

A. Congressional groups conducting investigation from inception to Novem- 
ber 1, 1951. 

B. Government departments conducting investigation from inception to 
November 1, 1951. 

Investigations of project (A and B) to be answered by AEC. 

C,. Extent to which inquiries overlap: 

September 21 to 27, 1951, Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, 2 members. 
Inquiry was on all phases of job. 

September 24 to 25, 1951, General Accounting Office, 4 members. In- 
quiry was apparently on all phases of job, but scope was not defined by in- 
vestigators. 

September 25 to 26, 1951, Committee on Education and Labor, 2 members. 
Inquiry apparently was primarily concerned with employment policies and 
practices. 

October 5 to 11, 1951, House Appropriations Committee, 4 members. In- 
quiry was on all phases of job. 

October 22 to 23, 1951, Senator Maybank’s representatives, 2 members. 


Inquiry was primarily concerned with engineering and construction phases 
of project. 
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October 22, 1951, to present, Senator Maybank’s representative, 1 mem- 
ber. Inquiry on all phases of work. 

October 25, 1951, for approximately 2-week period, Senator Maybank’s 
representative, 1 member. To investigate the project except construction 
and engineering features. 

Total number of Committee representatives, 16, 

Total number of working days involving investigators on site to date 
(October 30, 1951), 21. 

Total number of man-days investigators time on site to date (October 30, 
1951), 60. 

As shown above the inquiries overlap both by dates and scope. Further, in 
many instances each group or inquiry required similar information prepared 
usually in a different manner on such subjects as planning and scheduling, cost 
data, timekeeping, employment policies, etc. 

LD. Techniques used by investigators: The investigators for the Committee on 
Education and Labor started their investigations unannounced by attempting 
to interview clerical employees in the employment office, and applicants waiting 
in the reception room. Employment supervision requested these investigators 
make known their presence and intentions to local AEC management. Following 
clearance by AEC, a meeting of AEC and du Pont management and the investi- 
gators was held, after which the investigators were accorded complete coopera- 
tion in continuing their investigation. Their investigation, if any, beyond this 
point is not known. 

The General Accounting Office investigators did not make clear their intent 
to du Pont management. Part of their time was spent in making field tours on 
their own, unescorted, and talking with local residents and project employees. 
Du Pont management, to the extent requested, extended every courtesy and 
consideration. 

The other committee investigators made contact with AEC and du Pont man- 
agement before starting their investigations, and made clear their intent. They 
held interviews with management, supervisors, and employees, reviewed charts, 
reports, procedures, and made visual observations of the project via tours. 
Answers to specific questions and other requested information and data were 
furnished. 

AEC to supplement C and D above. 

F. Hstimated man-hours required of management personnel by investigators: 

1. ABC—to be answered by AEC. 

2. Du Pont—3,400 man-hours to October 30, 1951. 


RECOM MENDATIONS 


1. The land aequisition program is causing unreasonable hardship to many 
families residing in the project area. Steps should be taken to expedite ap- 
praisals and settlements so that families forced to evacuate the area may know 
with a reasonable degree of certainty the price to be received for their property. 

2. Funds should immediately be made available for the expansion of com- 
munity facilities in the towns most acutely affected by the influx of project 
workers. The construction of permanent housing is now being curtailed pri- 
marily because of the inadequacy of these facilities. 

3. The J. A. Robbins Co. award for the construction of 4,000 family trailers 
should be canceled and one or more competent builders substituted so that the 
needed units may be completed within a reasonable time. 
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Exureir A 


MILITARY ACQUISITION PROJECT REPORT 


Chief of Engineers FROM (Division) 
Washington 25, 0. ¢ Director,Real Estate 
Aiken, S. C. 


DIRECTIVE Date 
Savannah River Operations Office December 1, 1950 1 
Dare 


October 30, 1951 
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Exutnsir B 


Joun A. Rosatns Co., INc., 
Philadelphia, Pa., July 20, 1951. 
Mr. R. K. Mason., 
Field Project Manager, E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co.., 
iugust, Ga, 
(Attention Mr. M. J. Knopf, contract engineer.) 
GENTLEMEN: The John A. Robbins Co., Inc., of 10 South Eighteenth Street, 
Philadelphia, Pa., is submitting a bid on trailers both dependent and independent, 
and also on temporary housing units. This bid is in accordance with the proposal 
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and agreement dated June 22, 1951, titled “The Savannah River Plant, Project 
8980, Invitation for Bid, Temporary Housing Facilities.” 


TRAILERS 


1. Our ability to construct and complete any or all on said housing project has 
been demonstrated in the past. At the present time, the John A. Robbins Co., 
Inc., has construction projects totaling in excess of $100,000,000. One of these 
projects, the Philadelphia Electric Corp.—the total of this project is $500,000,000 
over a 5-year period. We are contractors for such companies as the Philadelphia 
Gas Co., Sears-Roebuck & Co., the Ford Motor Co., the Great Atlantic & Pacific 
Tea Co., the 8. 8S. Kresge Co., the United States Pipe & Foundry Co., the John B. 
Stetson Co., and many others. 

2. For the types of housing for which we are submitting bids, we have arranged 
the financing of the entire operation. We need absolutely no financial assistance. 

3. Our bonding has an unrestricted limit due to our financial strength. One of 
our bonding companies is the Hartford Accident & Indemnity Insurance Co. 
Their rate is 1 percent per $1,000. 

4. We have arranged so that no priority, DO, or any direct priority assistance 
will be required for the conduct of this entire operation. 

5. In regard to trailers as called for under item C, part 4, of your said proposal, 
the Trailer Coach Manufacturers Association has a combine of the following 
companies: The Richardson Trailer Co., of Elkhart, Ind.; the American Coach 
Co., of Cassopolis, Mich. ; the Indian Trailer Co., of Chicago; the Prairie Schooner 
Corp., of Elkhart, Ind.; the Steward Coach Co., of Bristol, Ind.; and the Schult 
Corp., of Elkhart, Ind. These companies have entered into contracts with the 
John A. Robbins Co. for the production of the quantity and quality of trailers 
as needed. They can meet almost any quantity production as set up by the 
E. I. du Point de Nemours & Co. and the Atomic Energy Commission. 

(a) The John A. Robbins Co. has not asked these manufacturers to cheapen 
their product or to cut prices. 

6. Your attention is called to the aforesaid manufacturers in their experience 
and position in the trailer field. This combine is mentioned insofar as quality, 
completeness, and desirability of the furnishings that will be included in each 
unit. These manufacturers are specialists in their line and most certainly 
through their years of experience, present a proven interior lay-out and their 
assembly-line technique insures a quality product. 

7. Because of our financial ability and ability for organization to put these 
parks into operation, the complete confidence of these manufacturers has been 
established. We are actually purchasing these units and so these manufac- 
turers are making a concession to us in order to make the trailer-coach propo- 
sition an attractive one. 

8. Our organization is flexible enough that, if required, we can so locate these 
trailer parks in the capacity required in various locations for the purpose of 
easing the traffic congestion to and from the plant site. We would have enough 
equipment available to simultaneously put into operation parks at various 
locations. 

9. Included in our bid are specifications, drawings, etc., as given to us by the 
trailer-coach manufacturers. 

10. As for quantity, trailers would be available in the following manner: De- 
pendent-type trailers—about 2,200 by the end of September and a minimum of 500 
to 1,000 per month thereafter; independent-type trailers—about 2,000 by Sep- 
tember 30, with a minimum of 500 per month thereafter: family-type units— 
about 2,000 by September 30 with a minimum of 500 per month thereafter. 


TEMPORARY HOUSING 


1. Included in our bid are drawings for temporary units for single workers. 
These can easily be converted to family units. The John A. Robbins Co., Inc., 
realizes that for temporary housing, the price range per person can extend from 
$5 to $15 per week. However, the livability, desirability, and attractiveness of 
this temporary housing must be taken into account. 

2. Our submitting of this bid includes all facilities, services, etc., as required 
in the bid form. 

3. Temporary housing units will start to be available for occupancy within 
50 days of notification of award. 
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The following schedule of prices are in strict accordance with all terms 
and conditions of your invitation for bid, dated June 22, 1951, and supple- 
ments 1 and 2 thereto, dated July 2 and 6, 1951, respectively. We have 
deviated from the said price schedule established by you as we feel that in the 
following manner the presentation we set forth is more clear-cut as to our intent 
to offer the best possible proposition. Our prices are predicated on our furnish- 
ing any part of or all of the total requirements. 

As an explanation for salvage value established for various trailers, we 
wish to state that the John A. Robbins Co. will sell the trailers at the end 
of the termination period and all proceeds derived from said sale will be 
credited to du Pont and the Commission. With the entire transactions being 
available to open audit by du Pont and the Commission at their convenience, 
All selling expense will be for the John A. Robbins Co. account. 

Bids for temporary housing and trailers are on the following pages. 


BIDS 


1. As requested in the proposal for temporary housing for single workers. 
2. Each unit is for 160 occupants as shown in the legend on the accom- 
panying drawing. 
3. Termination guaranty per unit is based on a 90-percent figure. 
Rental per person : 
$7.50 per week per person, occupied 
$7 per week per person, unoccupied 
No termination guaranty necessary at the end of 40-month period 
$7.50 per week per person, occupied 
$7 per week per person, unoccupied 
$26,500 guaranty required at the end of 36-month period 


$7.50 per week per person, occupied 





per week per person, unoccupied 
$52,350 guaranty required at end of 30-month period. 





7.50 per week per person, occupied 
‘J per week per person, unoccupied 
$84,200 guaranty required at end of 24-month period 


vi 


$7.50 per week per person, occupied 
$7 per week per person, unoccupied 
$111,000 guaranty required at end of 18-month period 


$7.50 per week per person, occupied 
$7 per week per person, unoccupied 
$149,500 guaranty required at end of 12-month period 


DEPENDENT TRAILERS 
Termination guaranty per unit is based on a 90-percent figure. 


$9 per week per person, occupied. 
$8.75 per week per person, unoccupied. 
48-month period; no termination guaranty required. 


$9 per week per person, occupied. 

$8.75 per week per person, unoccupied. 

36-month period, termination guaranty of $975, less the actual salvage 
value (selling, etc., subject to audit by E. IL. du Pont de Nemours & 
Co. and the Atomie Energy Commission). 


$9 per week per person, occupied. 

$8.75 per week per person, unoccupied. 

30-month period, termination guaranty of $1,490, less the actual salvage 
value (selling, ete., subject to audit by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & 
Co., and the Atomic Energy Commission). 


$9 per week per person, occupied. 

$8.75 per week per person, unoccupied. 

24-month period, termination guaranty of $1,980, less the actual salvage 
value (selling, ete., subject to audit by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & 
Co., and the Atomic Energy Commission), 
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$9 per week per person, occupied. 
$8.75 per week per person, unoccupied. 
18-month period, termination guaranty of $2,480, less the actual salvage 


value (selling, etc., subject to audit by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & 
Co., and the Atomic Energy Commission). 


$9 per week per person, occupied. 

$8.75 per week per person, unoccupied. 

12-month period, termination guaranty of $2,910, less the actual salvage 
value (selling, etc., subject to audit by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & 
Co., and the Atomic Energy Commission). 


The number of trailers of this type that can be set in place will approximate 
2.200 by September 30. These trailers, in addition to the specifications, will be 
ventilated. 

INDEPENDENT TRAILERS (BOTH TYPES) 


Termination guaranty per unit on a 90-percent figure. 


$9.50 per week per person, occupied 
$9 per week per person, unoccupied 
48-month period, no termination pay required 


$9.50 per week per person, occupied 

$9 per week per person, unoccupied 

86-month period, termination guaranty of $1,050, less actual salvage value 
(selling, etc., subject to audit by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. and the 
Atomic Energy Commission) 


$9.50 per week per person, occupied 

$9 per week per person, unoccupied 

30-month period, termination guaranty of $1,465, less actual salvage value 
(selling, ete., subject to audit by EB. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. and the 
Atomic Energy Commission) 


$9.50 per week per person, occupied 

$9 per week per person, unoccupied 

24-month period, termination guaranty of $2,075, less actual salvage value 
(selling, etc., subject to audit by EB. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. and the 
Atomic Energy Commission) 


$9.50 per week per person, occupied 

$9 per week per person, unoccupied 

18-month period, termination guaranty of $2,550, less actual salvage value 
(selling, etc., subject to audit by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. and the 
Atomic Energy Commission) 


$9.50 per week per person, occupied 

$9 per week per person, unoccupied 

12-month period, termination guaranty of $3,040, less actual salvage value 
(selling, ete., subject to audit by BE. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. and the 
Atomic Energy Commission) 


FAMILY DWELLING UNITS (TRAILERS) 
Termination guaranty per unit is based on a 90-percent figure. 


$82.50 per family, occupied 
$80 per family, unoccupied 
50-month period, no termination guaranty necessary 


$82.50 per family, occupied 

$80 per family, unoccupied 

36-month period, termination guaranty of $1,280, less actual salvage value 
(selling, ete., subject to audit by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. and the 
Atomic Energy Commission) 


$82.50 per family, occupied 

$80 per family, unoccupied 

30-month period, termination guaranty of $1,775, less actual salvage value 
(selling, ete., subject to audit by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. and the 
Atomic Energy Commission) 
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$82.50 per family, occupied 

$80 per family, unoccupied 

24-month period, termination guaranty of $2,275, less actual salvage value 
(selling, ete., subejct to audit by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. and the 
Atomic Energy Commission) 


$82.50 per family, occupied 

$80 per family, unoccupied 

18-month period, termination guaranty of $2,765, less actual salvage value 
(selling, etc., subject to audit by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. and the 
Atomic Energy Commission) 


$82.50 per family, occupied 
$80 per family, unoccupied 
12-month period, termination guaranty of $3,260, less actual salvage value 

(selling, etc., subject to audit by E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. and 

the Atomic Energy Commission) 

Yours very truly, 
CLAYTON J. FAULKNER, 
Vice President and General Manager. 


QUALIFICATIONS SUBMITTED BY JOHN A. Roppins Co., INc. 


(a) (1) Name: John A. Robbins Co., Inc. (2) Incorporated: State of Penn- 
sylvania. (3) Officers: John A. Robbins, president and treasurer; A. Fred 
Seynave, vice president; Amy M. Robbins, secretary; Clayton J. Faulkner, 
general manager. 

(6) Address: 10 South Eighteenth Street, Philadelphia 3, Pa. 

(c) Kind of services: General construction, building and heavy construction. 

(d) Size and type of construction: Our organization is qualified by experience 
and past record to undertake any and all construction projects. 

(e) Financia) status: Dun & Bradstreet report and/or Mr. E. M. Maser, 
Central-Penn National Bank, Broad and Walnut Streets, Philadelphia, Pa., and 
Mr. William F. Kelly, vice president, Pennsylvania Co. for Banking and Trusts, 
Fifteenth and Chestnut Streets, Philadelphia, Pa. 

(7) Officers to contact on contracts: John A. Robbins, president, Philadelphia, 
Pa., Rittenhouse 6-5124; Clayton J. Faulkner, general manager, Washington, 
D. C., District 4704. 

(g) Affiliation: Michael J. De Angelis, architect, 42 East Avenue, Rochester, 
| ee 

(h) Key personnel: A list of both office and field personnel (partial), is 
listed on page 2. 

OFFICE PERSONNEL 


John A. Robbins, American citizen, graduate, University of Pennsylvania, B. S. 
Architectural Engineering, class 1921, graduate, Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, engineering, class 1923. Organized present construction company, 
April 1932. Incorporated, State of Pennsylvania, March 1935. President and 
treasurer since that date. 

A. Fred Seynave, American citizen, high-school graduate, graduate of Drexel 
Institute, registered engineer, State of Pennsylvania. Employed as engineer- 
in-charge of general construction for the past 18 years. 

Clayton J. Faulkner, American citizen, attended universities in United States 
and Canada, including University of Western at London. Member of the 
National Platform Association and a nationally known lecturer on government. 
Employed by Michael J. De Angelis the past 3 years and employed by John A. 
Robbins Co., Inc., as general manager. 
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Michael J. De Angelis, American citizen, registered architect since 1927. Reg- 
istered in the following States: Pennsylvania, New York, Illinois, Ohio, Michi- 
gan, New Jersey, Virginia, and Florida. 

Franklin W. Derbyshire, American citizen, high-school graduate, industrial 
course, Drexel Institute, class 1933. Has been employed as estimator, engi- 
neer and project engineer for the past 15 years. 

Bernadine M. Coyle, American citizen, high-school and business-school graduate, 
Receptionist and typist, 10 years’ experience. 

Joel Bachman, American citizen, graduate, Pennsylvania State College, class 
1950, B. S., civil engineer. Employed as junior engineer in main office and field 
since graduation. 

Robert Cherry, American citizen, graduate, University of Pennsylvania, class of 
1950, B. S., civil engineer. Employed as junior engineer in main office and 
field since graduation. 

John T. Bodner, American citizen, high-school graduate. Expeditor for jobs in 
the field. 

F. A. MacDonald, American citizen, high-school graduate, evening school grad- 
uate. Employed as office manager and chief accountant, 18 years’ experience. 

Lorraine A. Rehn, American citizen, high-school graduate, business-school grad- 
uate. Assistant chief accountant, 10 years’ experience. 

M. Virginia Whiting, American citizen, high-school graduate, business-school 
graduate. Bookkeeper, 12 years’ experience. 

Eleanor E. Gresko, American citizen, high-school graduate. Assistant book- 
keeper and stenographer, 4 years’ experience. 

Helen V. Ackerman, American citizen, high-school and business-school graduate, 
Stenographer, 2 years’ experience. 

Cora E. Miller, American citizen, high-school graduate. Payroll clerk and gen- 

‘ eral clerk, 15 years’ experience. 


KEY FIELD PERSONNEL 


Cornelius Fred Lee, American citizen, high school graduate, 3 years’ Morgan 
College, 12 years construction superintendent, registered engineer and surveyor, 
State of Pennsylvania. 

Hugh H. Gibson, American citizen, high school graduate. General construction 
superintendent, 25 years. 

Joseph McCoy, American citizen, high school graduate, 2 years Columbia Uni- 
versity, 12 years architect superintendent, general superintendent 15 years. 
Gunnar Emilsson, naturalized American citizen, September 19, 1933, high school 

graduate. General construction superintendent 6 years. 

W. J. Dougherty, American citizen, high school graduate (Girard College). 
zeneral construction superintendent 14 years. 

James C. Gibson, American citizen, high school graduate. Construction super- 
intendent 4 years. 

William Trimble, American citizen, high school graduate. Construction super- 
intendent 6 years. 

Thomas Null, American citizen, high school graduate. Construction superin- 
tendent 7 years. 

Lawrence F. Moore, American citizen, high school graduate. General construc- 
tion superintendent 10 years. 

Frank P. Sims, Sr., American citizen, high school graduate. General construc- 
tion superintendent 16 years. 

Sydney W. Knott, American citizen, high school graduate. General construction 
superintendent 20 years. 

Frank P. Sims, Jr., American citizen, high school graduate. Assistant superin- 
tendent 3 years. 

Joseph Weber, American citizen, high school graduate. Concrete superintendent 
3 years. 

William J. Swan, American citizen, high school graduate. General construction 
superintendent 15 years. 

William E. Dean, American citizen, high school graduate. General construction 
superintendent 6 years. 

(1) On pages 4, 5, 6, 7, and 8 will be found a list of our clients (partial). 
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Client 


1, National Publie Housing, 220 
Broadway, New York, N. Y 

2. Federal Works Agency, Wash- 
ington, D.C 


3. Fourth Naval District, Bureau 
of Yards and Docks, Wash- 
ington, D.C. 


4. The General State 
isth and Herr Sts., 
burg, Pa 

5. Esslinger 
Callowhill Sts., 
Pa, 


Authority, 
Harris- 


Brewery, 10th and 


Philadelphia, 


6. Philadelphia Electric Co., 1000 
Chestnut St., Philadelphia, 
Pa. 


FENSE 


Partial list of clients 


Type of construction 


Housing units 


Classrooms, etc 


Boiler house, locomotive house, 
alterations to carpenter shop, 
20-mm building, 4 inert stor- 
age buildings, 4 power storage 
buildings, practice bomb 
buildings, incinerator build- 
ings, paint shop, lightning 
protection, road work, track 
work 

Maximum security building for 
mental patients, Philadelphia 
State Hospital 

New brew house, new office 
building, new 4-story beer 
storage platform, new ale 
house, new bottling plant 

Substation 


do 


Accessory building 


Coke-oven plant 


Substation 


7. Philadelphia Gas Works Co., 
1401 Arch St., Philadelphia, 
Pa 


do 
do 
Steam plant 


Compressor house, retort house, 
chemita] tank building, cold- 
coke building, sedimentation- 
tank building, purifier build- | 
ing No, 2, research laboratory, 
Cottrell substation, boiler- 
house No, 171, boilerhouse 
No. 172, boileshouse No. 4, 
boiler plant, propane plant, 
process building 


| No. 2 generator house, purifier 


8. United States Pipe & Found- 
ry, Burlington, N. J. | 

9. John B. Stetson Co., 5th and 
Montgomery Ave., Philadel- 
phia, Pa. 

10. Girard Trust Co., 
phia, Pa. 


Philadel- 


ll, Ford Motor Co., Dearborn, 
Mich. 


12, Baltimore Markets, Inc., 2301 
Walnut 8&t., Philadelphia, 
Pa. 


building, chemical tank build- 
ing, No. 77 pusher house, No 
9) boiler house, Cottrell sub- 
station, boiler plant, com- 
pressor house. 

Compressor house, boilerhouses 
Nos. 1, 11, 9. 

Holder station 

Valve house 

Office building 


Boilerhouse 


Addition to bank building 
Addition to office building 
Extension to tunnel 
Extension to building 


Food market 


PRODUCTION ACT 


Location 


Northeast Airport, Philadelphia, 
Pa. 
Fort Patrick Henry, Va. 


Ashland school district, Ashland, 
Pa.; Ursinus College, College- 
ville, Pa.; Cheyney State Teach- 
ers, Cheyney, Pa.; Muhlenberg, 
University, Allentown, Pa.; Lin- 
coln University, Oxford Pa.; 
Albright College, Reading, Pa. 

Fort Mifflin, Pa. 


Roosevelt Blvd. and Southampton 
Rd., Philadelphia, Pa. 


Philadelphia, Pa. 


3434 Kensington Philadel- 


phia, Pa. 


Ave., 


3ist and Jefferson Sts., Philadel- 
phia, Pa. 

25th and Vare Sts., Philadelphia, 
Pa. 

Chester, Pa. 

Brill and Torresdale Aves., Phila- 
delphia, Pa. 

19th and Oxford Sts., Philadelphia, 
Pa 

7549 Thouron St., Oak Lane, Phila- 
delphia, Pa. 

9th and Willow Sts., Philadelphia, 
Pa. 

Station A, 3ist and Passyunk Ave., 
Philadelphia, Pa, 


Substation B, Richmond and Ti- 
oga Sts., Philadelphia, Pa, 


G and Venango Sts., Philadelphia, 


a 
5138 Belfield Ave., Philadelphia, 


| 47th and Ludlow Sts,, Philadel- 


phia, Pa. 
Burlington, N. J. 


Philadelphia, Pa. 


Broad and Chestnut Sts., Phil- 


adelphia, Pa. 

1421 Chestnut St., Philadelphia, 
Pa. 

Chester, Pa. 


Broad and Lehigh., Philadelphia, 
Pa 
Broad and Cheltenham, Phil- 


adelphia, Pa. 








er as 








+ te me ge 
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13. McCrory Stores Corp,, 1107 | 


Broadway, New York, N. Y. 


14. S. S. Kresge & Co., 2727 2d 
Bivd., Detroit, Mich 


15. Wilbur-Rogers, Inc., 128 West 
Zist St., New York, N. Y 


16. J. J. Newberry Co., 245 5th 
Ave., New York, N. Y 

17. Kitty Kelly Stores, 200 Madi- 
son Ave., New York, N. Y. 

18. Adam Hats, Inc., 655 Broad- 
way, New York, N. ¥ 


19. Baltimore Transfer Co., Monu- 
ment and Forrest Sts., Balti- 
more, Md. 


20. The Great Atlantic & Pacific 
Tea Co., 420 Lexington Ave., 
New York, N. Y. 


Respectfully submitted. 


Jouw A. Roprins Co., 


Partial list of clients—Continued 


Type of construction 





Store buildings.-_. 


ACT 793 


Location 





919 Market St., 1205 Market St., 


and 52d and Chestnut Sts., Phil- 
adelphia; Scranton, Pa.; Salis- 
bury, Md.; Dover, Del.; Beth- 
lehem, Pa.; Frederick, Md.; 
Camden, N, J.; Cambridge, Md.; 
York, Pa.; Bristol, Pa.; Bur- 
lington, N. J.; Front Royal, Va.; 
Crisfield, Md.; Lancaster, Pa.; 
Canton, Ohio. 

933-037 Market St., 4506 Frank- 
ford Ave., 7524 Frankford Ave., 
> 5549 Gtn. Ave., Philadel- 
phia. 

do... ; Yonkers and Buffalo, N. Y., 

Columbus and Akron, Ohio, 
Boston, Mass., Wilkes-Barre, 
Pa., Rochester, N. Y., Cleve- 
land, Ohio, Philadelphia, Pa., 
Syracuse, N. Y., Trenton, N. J., 
St. Louis, Mo., Erie, Pa., Wil- 
mington, Del., Pittsburgh, Pa., 
Louisville, Ky., Washington, 
D. C,, Brockton, Mass., Man- 
chester, N. H. 


Store buildings 


_.do : Oxford, Pottstown, and Lock 
Haven, Pa 
do a Washington, D. C., Trenton, N.J., 


Philadelphia, Pa 
Columbus, Ohio, Chattanooga, 
Tenn., Philadelphia, Pa., St. 
Paul, Minn., Birmingham, Ala., 
New York, N. Y., Minneapolis, 
Minn., Cleveland, Ohio. 
Terminal, office, and dormi- | Bright and Fremont Sts., Jersey 


do 


tory. | City, N. J. 
Terminal and office .......... | Oxford and Mascher Sts., Phila- 
delphia, Pa. 
Bakery pagbiabssbde beds | Ridge and Sedgley Aves., Phila- 


delphia, Pa. 


JoHNn A. Rospitns Co., INc., 
By JoHN A. Rossins, 
President. 





Exuisit B-1 


Aveusta, GA., August 16, 1951. 


Philadelphia, Pa.: 
You are awarded the furnishing of 4,000 family-type dwellings for du Pont’s 
project S980, Savannah River plant, in accordance with your proposal of August 
6, 1951. Formal agreement for this transaction will be forwarded you for exe- 


cution as soon as possible. 


You should immediately make the necessary commit- 


ment for these trailers and should advise the earliest date that you can proceed 
to the site for purpose of establishing locations of the trailer parks. 


BE. I. pu Pont pe Nemours & Co. 
M. J. KNopr. 
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Exursir B-2 


Project S980 
Savannah River Plant 
P. O. AXC-398—14 
CT—4180 


AGREEMENT 


This agreement made this 15th day of August 1951 between John A. Robbins 
Company, Inc., a Pennsylvania Corporation, hereinafter referred to as “Oper- 
ator’, and E. Ll. du Pont de Nemours & Company, a Delaware Corporation, here- 
inafter referred to as “du Pont”, 

Witnesseth : 

Whereas du Pont has heretofore entered into a contract No. AT(07-2)-1 
effective as of August 1, 1950, with the United States of America, acting through 
the United States Atomic Energy Commission, hereinafter referred to as the 
“Commission”, to design and construct for the Commission certain facilities 
known as Savannah River Plant at or near Aiken, South Carolina; and 

Whereas there presently exists within the general xrea of said plant a critical 
shortage of housing and rooming facilities for construction workers, it is du 
Pont’s desire that certain rental housing facilities be established, fully operated 
and maintained under a limited hotel type management system complete with 
all utilities and service, within reasonable commuting distance of said plant; and 

Whereas the Operator is willing to provide temporary housing facilities for 
construction workers and furthermore is willing to. guarantee the operation of 
such facilities under the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement; and 

Whereas the Operator represents that he has the experience necessary to 
properly construct, operate and maintain said rental housing facilities ; 

Now, therefore, the parties hereto do mutually covenant and agree as follows: 


SECTION 1 


The facilities to be provided and operated under this Agreement are 4,000 
independent, family type trailer units to be placed in trailer parks containing 
not less than 500 trailers or more than 1,000 trailers per site. Trailer units, 
facilities, and accompanying services, to be furnished by the Operator, will be 
accordance with du Pont’s Invitation for Bid, dated June 22, 1951, including at- 
tachments thereto and Supplement No. 1, dated July 2, 1951, Supplement No. 2, 
dated July 6, 1951, all signed for du Pont by M. J. Knopf and Operator's letter 
proposals, dated July 20, 1951, August 2, 1951, and August 6, 1951, all signed 
for the Operator by Clayton J. Faulkner and all made a part hereof by attach- 
ment. Any housing unit subject to this Agreement shall be rented by the Oper- 
ator with approval of du Pont to employees of du Pont, and of its subcontractors, 
or the Commission. The Operator is granted the option subject to du Pont’s ap- 
proval to rent trailers to others. It is agreed that as between du Pont and the 
Operator, title to the aforementioned trailer units and facilities shall be in the 
Operator, 

SECTION 2 


The rental rate per trailer unit, including the furnishing of necessary utilities, 
will be $82.50 per month, either occupied or unoccupied. Du Pont guarantees 
occupancy at a rate of 90% of the total units available for occupancy in any 
one month, and further guarantees the payment of rental by said occupants. 
The operator shall use reasonable effort to collect rental due and shall not 
allow any occupant to continue in possession who has defaulted for a period 
of 2 snecessive weeks, except upon written approval of du Pent. In case the 
Operator is unable to evict any occupant as a matter of law, the foregoing two 
(2) week limitation shall be inoperative. 

As a condition of occupancy, the Operator shall require the execution of a 
wage or salary withholding authorization from occupants, unless this provision 
is waived by du Pont in whole or for individuals or classes of individuals. 
When du Pont or one of its subcontractors does withhold a part of an employee’s 
compensation and such withheld amount is paid to the Operator, the Operator 
shall pay du Pont, or its respective subcontractor as the case may be, the actual 
cost of making the deduction not to exceed 25¢ per employee per deduction: 
providing, however, that both the making of deductions and the reimbursement 
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for the cost of making the same shall be subject to the applicable Federal 
statutes and Regulations of the Secretary of Labor. 

The term of this Agreement shall begin on the date first hereinabove written 
and extend for four (4) years from such date, unless sooner terminated as 


provided in Section 3 hereof. 
' SECTION 3 


a. Termination for cause.—This Agreement or any part thereof may be ter- 
minated by du Pont subject to the approval of the Commission, for failure of 
the Operator to abide by the terms of this Agreement in whole, or from time to 
time in part, provided however, there shall be no termination for cause by 
du Pont so long as there is substantial compliance by the Operator with the 
terms of this Agreement. Any such termination shall be effective upon thirty 
(30) days’ written notice by du Pont to the Operator. 

b. Termination for convenience of Commission.—This Agreement or any part 
thereof may be terminated by du Pont subject to the approval of the Commission, 
for the convenience of the Commission. Any such termination shall be effective 
upon thirty (30) days written notice by du Pont to the Operator, setting forth 
the extent to which the performance under this Agreement is to be terminated, 
and the date upon which such termination becomes effective, in which case 
du Pont will pay the Operator an amount determined in accordance with the 
following table, on the basis of the number of units ready for occupancy on 
the date of termination. By payment of such amount or amounts, du Pont will 
thenceforth be relieved of any further obligations under this Agreement, with 
respect to the unit or units terminated. 


Termination guarantee 
Lump Sum Reimbursement 
per trailer unit available 


Time Period: for occupancy 
fT YE TEE RS eee Tee Ry 
kU SER BRE Ue Ta ed a SE ora Vos anew eee ae 2, 095 
24 months___-_ eR apr Bt Sao ETS CREE tet Se SEA ERS, Sy See Ge ee ae 1, 900 
gE aa 2S eS) Pee A ee eek ere se Ree chdeisdelthetiallchen 1, 221 
36 months______ PER URS GR AEN aie a 2 et Ra CEE Pe OOP De, See Fe 670 
42 months_____ PR ate 16 TD | pin enieier hd dita a MAREE. ci crtiaes aia nceadtbdedheayadbtientic 200 
EUR a ET tie Fn PS TS Bil 9s LAT Pee ee SR oe (*) 


1No termination guarantee necessary. 


The lump sum reimbursement per trailer unit available for occupancy for 
periods falling between those indicated above will be determined by interpolation. 

In case of termination prior to completion of initial 12 month period reim- 
bursement shall be made on the basis of actual cost of work performed plus 10% 
for overhead and 5% for profit. Actual costs as used herein shall be defined 
as all out-of-pocket expenses that have been incurred by the Operator in con- 
nection with the facilities to be provided under the terms of this Agreement up 
to the date of termination including, but not limited to, the acquisition of land, 
trailers, transportation, construction, furnishings, operation, and maintenance 
together with the net costs required to settle any outstanding obligations that 
may have been incurred up to the date of termination but not including any costs 
for persona) time or services rendered by the principals of the Operator (John A. 
Robbins Co., Ine.}. This settlement will be subject to recognized audit pro- 
cedures mutually satisfactory to both du Pont and the Operator and the mutually 
agreed value for the trailers, the value of land acquired and net trailer rental 
accruals to date of termination will be deductible from the actual cost deter- 
mination. 

SECTION 4 


Du Pont shall assist Operator in obtaining priorities in the procurement of 
trailers, materials, etc., it being thoroughly understood : 

a. That neither du Pont nor the Commission guarantees that such priori- 
ties can be obtained. 

b. That any trailers, materials, etc., procured as a result of priorities ob- 
tained through the assistance of du Pont or the Commission shall be located 
within said housing area, trailer parks, etc., and made available to du Pont 
in accordance with this Agreement. 


79979—51—pt. 12-6 
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SECTION 5 


‘ Du Pont shall, under no circumstances, have any financial responsibility re- 
lating to this Agreement except as set forth in Sections 2, 3 and 15 hereof and du 
Pont does not by this Agreement warrant or assure the Operator in any way 
whatsoever that profit can be made hereunder. 


SECTION 6 


Upon termination of this Agreement for the convenience of the Commission, 
the Operator's undertaking hereunder shall include the disposal of said facilities 
as he sees fit after their serving the purpose of this Agreement at no additional ex- 
pense to du Pont except as provided for in Section 3, Paragraph b. herein, 


SECTION 7 


It shall be the Operator's responsibility at all times during the term of this 
Agreement to fully manage, operate and maintain said housing units, including 
the renting of units and the enforcement and compliance with all terms of this 
Agreement and all Federal, State and local ordinances. Should the Operator 
erect or operate other trailer or barracks type temporary rental family housing 
units in the general area of the Savannah River Plant, unless such other tempo- 
rary facilities were already in existence prior to the date of this Agreement, du 
Pont will terminate that portion of this Agreement equivalent to an equal num- 
ber of family trailer units and no termination guarantee will be due the Operator 
on the terminated trailer units; additional temporary rental housing facilities 
erected and operated for du Pont or the Commission excepted. 


SECTION 8 


Hotel type occupancy records shall be maintained by the Operator, and in ac- 
eordance with a procedure to be prescribed by du Pont and approved by the Com- 
mission, the Operator shall submit a monthly statement to du Pont showing, on 
a daily basis, all assignments made during the previous month to the above 
designated dwelling units and the revenues accrued therefrom whether from em- 
ployees of du Pont or the Commission or from others. If it appears from such 
statement, to the satisfaction of du Pont, that any of said dwelling units have 
remained vacant on any day during such month and have produced no revenue 
during such period of vacancy, du Pont shall reimburse Operator at the rate spec- 
ified for unoccupied units, for such units required to bring the occupancy rate 
up to 90% of the dwelling units available for occupancy, it being understood that 
the assignment of any of said dwelling units to persons other than employees of 
du Pont, its Subcontractors or the Commission shall not be considered a vacancy 
within the meaning of this Agreement and it being further understood that rates 
charged persons other than employees of du Pont or the Commission shall not be 
less than the rates specified in this Agreement and shall be considered as revenue 
produced by said dwelling units. 


SECTION 9 


The Operator warrants that no person or selling agency has been employed or 
retained to solicit or secure this Agreement upon an agreement or understand- 
ing for a commission, percentage, brokerage or contingent fee. Breach of this 
warranty shall give du Pont and the Commission the right to terminate this 
Agreement without liability or, in its discretion, to deduct from the agreed con- 
sideration the amount of such commission, percentage, brokerage or contingent 
fee. This warranty shall not apply to commissions payable by the Operator 
upon contracts or sales secured or made by bona fide employees of the Operator 
or through bona fide established commercial or selling agencies maintained by 
the Operator for the purpose of securing business. 


SECTION 10 


No member of or delegate to Congress or Resident Commissioner shall be ad- 
mitted to any share or part of this Agreement or to any benefit that may arise 
therefrom, but this provision shall not be construed to extend to this Agreement, 
if made with a Corporation for its general benefit. 
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SECTION 11 


Disputes.—Except as otherwise specifically provided in this Agreement, all 
disputes concerning questions of fact arising under this Agreement shall be de- 
cided by the Manager of the Commission’s Savannah River Operations Office 
subject to written appeal by the Operator within thirty (30) days to the Com- 
mission, whose decision or that of its duly authorized representative shall be 
final and conclusive upon the parties hereto. In the meantime the Operator 
shall diligently proceed with the work as directed. Appeals to the Commission 
under this section shall be submitted through du Pont. 


SECTION 12 


The Operator shall not employ any person undergoing sentence of imprison- 
ment at hard labor. This provision shall not be construed to prevent the Operator 
from obtaining any of the supplies, or any component parts or ingredients thereof, 
to be furnished under this Agreement or any of the materials or supplies to be 
used in connection with the performance of the Agreement, directly or indi- 
rectly from any Federal, State, or territorial prison or prison industry; pro- 
vided that such articles, materials, or supplies are not produced pursuant to any 
contract or arrangements under which prison labor is hired by or employed or 
used by any private person, firm, or corporation. 


SECTION 13 


No assignment of right.—Except as provided in the second Paragraph of this 
Section, the Operator shall have no right, authority, or power to sell, mortgage, 
assign, or parcel out this Agreement or any interest therein, nor any right, power 
or authority to allow or permit any other person or party to have any interest in 
or use any part of the facility or space covered by this Agreement for any purpose 
whatsoever, without the written approval of du Pont; it being the purpose and 
spirit of this Agreement to grant said privilege solely to the Operator and neither 
directly nor indirectly to any other person or party. Neither this Agreement nor 
any interest created thereby, shall pass to any trustee or receiver in bankruptcy 
or to any other receiver or assignee for the benefit of creditors, or to any other 
person or otherwise, by operation of law. In the event approval is granted by 
du Pont for any assignment of rights, the Operator shall be responsible to du 
Pont for the assigned portion to the same extent and in the same manner as for 
the portion operated by him direct. 

Claims for monies due or to become due to the Operator from du Pont arising 
out of this Agreement may be assigned to any bank, trust company or other 
financing institution, including any Federal lending agency. Any such assign- 
ment shall cover all amounts payable under this Agreement and not already paid, 
and shall not be made to more than one party, except that any such assignment 
may be made to one party as agent or trustee for two or more parties participating 
in such financing. Provided that, in the event of any such assignment, the 
assignee thereof shall file written notice of the assignment together with a true 
copy of the instrument of assignment with: 

(a) du Pont 
(b) the Contracting Officer who approved this Agreement 
(c) the surety or sureties upon the bond or bonds, if any, in connection 
with this Agreement. 
This Agreement shall be assignable to the United States government by¥ du Pont. 


SECTION 14 


The Operator shall not use for the conduct of any unlawful business purpose 
or undertaking, any of the premises or facilities made available to him by this 
Agreement, and shall not permit the harboring, sheltering or loitering of unde- 
sirable characters. 

SEOTION 15 


Liens.—In the event the Operator shall suffer or permit any lien (exclusive of 
any lien or liens permitted under terms of Section 13 above) to attach or be im- 
posed upon its trailers, fixtures, equipment, or property, or in the event such 
trailer units, fixtures, equipment, or property shall be seized, levied upon, or 
attached, or subjected to a lien of any kind, which in the opinion of du Pont, is 
detrimental to the interest of du Pont or the Commission, this Agreement and 
the license of the Operator hereunder may be immediately terminated by written 
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notice from du Pont ; whereupon, du Pont will assume the operation of the rental 
housing facilities covered by this Agreement. Such termination shall be deemed 
a termination for cause in accordance with Paragraph (a) of Section 38. 


SECTION 16 


The Operator shall purchase and maintain at its expense the following mini- 

mum insurance coverages with respect to the operation under this Agreement: 

a, Workmen's Compensation—Statutory 

b. Public Liability Bodily Injury $50,000/3$100,000 

ce. Public Liability Property Damage $25,000/$50,000 

d. Automotive Public Liability Bodily Injury $100,000/$300,000 and Prop- 

erty Damage $10,000 

and such other insurance as will furnish reasonable protection against claims 
which may arise from operations under this Agreement, whether such operations 
be by the Operator or others whose services are engaged by the Operator, or 
anyone directly or indirectly employed by either of them. Certificates of such 
insurance shall be filed with du Pont for adequacy of protection. Provision 
shall be made for thirty (30) days advance written notice by registered mail 
to du Pont of changes in or cancellation of any such insurance. 

In the event the Operator elects to provide and operate facilities either directly 
or by subcontract, in addition to those provided for herein, such additional in- 
surance as is deemed necessary by du Pont or the Commission shall be provided. 

In the event of fire or other condition which renders the facilities hereunder 
or any portion thereof unsuitable for occupancy, this Agreement will be sus- 
pended, for the portion or portions not suitable for occupancy, until such time as 
the said portions are restored by the Operator to their former condition ready for 
occupancy. 

SECTION 17 


The Operator in performing the work required by this Agreement, shall not 
discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment because of race, 


creed, color, or national origin. 
SECTION 18 


By accepting this Agreement, the Operator warrants that no price or other 
charge to occupants or du Pont hereunder will be in violation of any price-control 
regulation of the United States Government. Should any price-control regula- 
tion establish rentals lower than the rental herein agreed upon, the financial 
considerations under this Agreement shall be subject to adjustment to the mutual 
satisfaction of the parties hereto. Such adjustment will be subject to approval 
of the Commission. 

SECTION 19 


This Agreement shall be subject to the written approval of the Commission 
and shall not be binding unless so approved. The term “Commission” wherever 
used in this Agreement shall mean the United States Atomic Energy Commission 
or its duly authorized representative, including the Manager of the Commis- 
sion’s Savannah River Operations Office or his duly authorized succe$sor, or 
his authorized representative. 

SECTION 20 


This Agreement is deemed to contain all the provisions required by Section 
104 of the Renegotiation Act of 1951. 
In witness whereof the parties have caused this Agreement to be executed 
as of the day and year first above written. 
E. I. pu Pont pe Nemours ANp CoMPANy, 
By G. M. Reap, Chief Engineer. 
Joun A. Ropetns Company, INc., 
By Joun A. Ropsins, President. 
FLORENCE A. MACDONALD, Assistant Secretary. 
Witnesses: 
D. L. Bruron. 
C. L. Scorr. 
H. J. Luprneron. 
Witi1aM F. Butter, Jr. 
Approved : 
U. 8S. Atomic ComM™MISSION, 
Curtis A, NELSON. 
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CORPORATE CERTIFICATE 


I, Florence A. MacDonald, certify that I am the Assistant Secretary of the 
Corporation named as Subcontractor herein; that John A. Robbins who signed 
this Subcontract on behalf of the Subcontractor, was then President of said 
Corporation; that said Subcontract was duly signed for and in behalf of said 
Corporation by authority of its governing body, and is within the scope of its 
corporate powers. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto affixed my hand and the seal of said cor- 
poration, this 3rd day of December, 1951. 

FLORENCE A. MAcDONALD, 
Assistant Secretary. 


[Exuisir B-3] 
Project 8980 
Savannah River Plant 
P. O. AXC-398-% 
CT-4180 
Supplement No. 1 


SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT 


This supplemental agreement entered into this 6th day of December 1951 be- 
tween John A. Robbins Company, Inc., a Pennsylvania Corporation with principal 
offices at Philadelphia, Pennsylvania, hereinafter referred to as “Operator,” and 
BE. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company, a Delaware Corporation with principal 
offices at Wilmington, Delaware, hereinafter referred to as “du Pont.” 

Witnesseth : 

Whereas Operator and du Pont have heretofore entered into an agreement 
dated the 15th day of August, 1951, under principal contract No. AT (07-2)-1 
between the United States of America and du Pont, which agreement provided 
for the Operator to provide and operate temporary housing facilities for con- 
struction workers; and 

Whereas the parties hereto mutually agree that the said agreement shall be 
modified ; 

Now therefore the said agreement of August 15, 1951, is hereby amended in 
the following particulars but in no others: 


I 


The third paragraph of section 2 is deleted in its entirety and the following 
substituted therefore : 

“The guaranty of occupancy provided in the foregoing paragraph one of this 
section 2 shall, with respect to each group of trailers available for occupancy, 
apply to a period of fifty-two (52) months following the date upon which said 
group is so available for occupancy; provided, however, that no such guaranty 
shall extend beyond five (5) years from the date of this agreement.” 


II 
Add the following to section 3a: 

* * and the bank, trust company, or other financing institution described 
in section 13 hereof. In case such failure shall be cured within said thirty (30) 
days, said notice of termination shall be without effect. Upon any such termina- 
tion, negotiations will be entered into for the purpose of determining such amount 
as should be paid by du Pont to the Operator as compensation for expenditures 
made and liabilities incurred by the Operator, based on, and not to exceed, fair 
value received or to be received by du Pont from the Operator in connection with 
the performance hereof, prior to the effective date of termination.” 
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Ill 


Change the termination guarantee schedule under section 3b to read as follows: 
Lump sum reimbursement 


Termination Guarantee per trailer unit available 
Time period: for occupancy 
PR ERD Ege Pie Mae Fee MTT e se, ee AB WEL. see $2, 640. 00 
REE - A E? S RA ae et cee 2, 095. 00 
96: afentine. oii ute Silt et ii Lal 1, 900. 00 
BO WRONG a ener diniensacenlin deeded dite th 1, 221. 00 
pL rE Aer ee eee re ere 670. 00 
EEE EN AE CE ke APE IN Ra REE, SENS 200. 00 
GE SRCERES Se CROs sk Serta None 
IV 


Change section 6 to read as follows: 

“The Operator’s undertaking hereunder shall include the removal and disposal 
of said facilities after their serving the purpose of this Agreement and all options 
contained therein. The Operator is, however, at liberty to dispose of the property 
as he sees fit, after termination of this Agreement. Relinquishment of title and 
possession of said facilities to the lessors of the premises upon which said facili- 
ties shall be located, at the termination of said leases, respectively, or of the last 
renewals thereof, shall constitute ‘removal and disposal’ within the meaning 
of this section 6.” 

Vv 


Add at the end of the first line of section 13 the words “and third,” and change 
the word “paragraph” to “paragraphs” in the second line, and add a third para- 
graph as follows: 

“The Operator may sublet the performance of this agreement to a wholly owned 
subsidiary of the Operator; provided, however, that the Operator shall not by 
such subletting be relieved from any of its obligations hereunder.” 


' VI 


Delete section 15 in its entirety and substitute the following: 

“Liens.—-In the event the Operator shall suffer or permit any lien (exclusive 
of any lien or liens permitted under terms of section 13 above and any liens to 
secure the payment of loans by a bank, trust company or other financing institution 
to the wholly owned subsidiary referred to in the third paragraph of section 13 
hereof) to attach or be imposed upon its trailers, fixtures, equipment, or property, 
or in the event such trailer units, fixtures, equipment, or property shall be seized, 
levied upon, or attached, or subjected to a lien of any kind other than as described 
in this seetion, which in the opinion of du Pont is detrimental to the interest of 
du Pont or the Commission, this Agreement and the license of the Operator here- 
under may be terminated upon thirty days’ written notice from du Pont in the 
manner and with the effect provided in section 3a hereof. Such termination shall 
be deemed a termination for cause in accordance with section 3a.” 

In witness whereof the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be 
executed as of the day and year first above written. 

E. I. pu Pont pe Nemours & Company, 
By F. H. Mackte, 
Construction Division, Manager. 
Joun A. Rorerns Company, Ine. 
By Joun A. Rosstns, President. 
FLORENCE A. MACDONALD, 
Assistant Secretary. 

Witnesses : 

D. L. Bruton 

P. R. Watson, Jr. 
Howarp J. LUDINGTON 
(Tllegible ) 

Approved : 

U. S. Atomic Enercy ComM™MiIssiIon. 
Curtis A. NELSON. 








ee 
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CORPORATE CERTIFICATE 


I, Florence A. MacDonald, certify that I am the Assistant Secretary of the 
Corporation named as Subcontractor herein; that John A. Robbins who signed 
this Subcontract on behalf of the Subcontractor, was then President of said 
Corporation; that said Subcontract was duly signed for and in behalf of said 
Corporation by authority of its governing body, and is within the scope of its 
corporate powers. 

In witness whereof, I have hereunto affixed my hand and the seal of said 
corporation, this 12th day of Deeember, 1951. 

FLORENCE A. MACDONALD, 
Assistant Secretary. 
rad 





Exutsir B-4 


CuemicaLt Bank & Trust Co., 
New York, November 28, 1951. 
Mr. W. Rosert Foxes, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. Foxes: In accordance with telephone conversation with Mr. Dan 
O'Connor and yourself this afternoon, I am pleased to write you regarding the 
proposed plan of financing the Robbins Trailer operation in the Savannah River 
area where a plant is being constructed for the Atomic Energy Commission. 

As I told you and Mr. O’Connor on the telephone, we are considering a $10,000,- 
000 loan to finance this operation, but the formalization of our arrangement with 
Mr. Robbins is contingent upon a ruling of the Internal Revenue Service allow- 
ing depreciation of the trailer project over the 4-year period of our loan, and in- 
corporation of various details in a written loan agreement. 

We do not, as a matter of practice, establish lines of credit for eontractors and 
builders on a basis whereby they can simply send in their note and obtain loans, 
as is done by many of the mercantile and manufacturing establishments through- 
out the country. In the case of builders and contractors, we may have in mind 
a general limit to which we are willing to go, but in every case, we will require 
the contractor to advise us as to the current status of his operations, and the 
purpose of the loan, that is, whether to meet payrolls or to pay bills for materials, 
or to reimburse the contractor for expenditures already made out of his own 
pocket. 

In the case of Robbins, we have satisfied ourselves that he has available more 
than adequate cash funds to handle the preliminary expenditures required to 
get this project under way. Inasmuch as Robbins does not need to borrow for 
initial installation costs, we have indicated that as the trailers are installed, we 
would be pleased to make periodic advances to cover cost of the trailers and also 
to reimburse the builder for installation costs involved. 

I believe Mr. O'Connor asked a question as to whether we would disburse loan 
proceeds to Robbins for installation costs if there were no trailers on the site. 
This question does not seem to be important in the present case because as we 
indicated above, we have satisfied ourselves that Robbins has available cash 
funds to handle such preliminary out-of-pocket disbursements as may be re- 
quired in this operation. Further, it is contemplated that trailers will be in- 
Stalled at first rate of 200 per week and increase to a peak of 400 units per week. 

We believe our general plan as outlined above is in line with the principles 
followed in the construction industry by most banks. 

Sincerely yours, 
Russeit L. Hauser, Assistant Secretary. 
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D. Contractors holding both AEC and/or du Pont contracts* (over $10,000) : 


SAVANNAH RIver OPERATIONS PROJECT 


Data on architectural engineering work (CPFF contracts, including du Pont) 





Man-hours to | payroll cost to Oct. 27, 1951 





Esti Oct. 27, 1951 
‘stimated z 
Name and address cost of eon- — 
struction ee | Total | Pre- | Pre- 
hours | mium Total Base pay | mium 
worked | hours | pay 





i hae SESE | 











E. I. du Pont de Nemours & 
Co.,'! Wilmington, Del_._. ./$1, 162, 000, 000 $1 | 404,443 | 19,756 '$1, 527,845 ($1,455,904 | $71, 941 
The Lummus Co., New York 


Se wenpandt 88, 720,000 | 275,000 | 149,377 | 5,230 422, 224 411,135 | 11,089 
Gibbs & Hill, Inc., New 
York Cit .. ¥ 


wy N.Y 314, 600, 000 |1, 150,000 | 371,936 | 14,012 | 1,024,855 955, 550 29, 305 
Voorhees, Walker, Foley & 
Smith, New York, 17, N. Y 102, 300,000 | 657,000 | 358, 441 9, 152 955, 567 933, 311 22, 256 
Blaw-Knox Construction 
Co., Pittsburgh 2, Pa__.._. 102, 000,000 | 751,000 | 182,559 | 6,646 552, 739 534, 921 17, 818 


I ee SS ee ppecneen 


























! E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. coordinates and supervises all design subcontractors and performs about 
30 to 35 percent of the detail design work directly. The value of construction shown rerresents the total 
estimate presented to Congress in September 1951 ($1,180,000,000) less land acquisition and site-survey esti- 
mates. 


? For design and construction work valued at about $70,000,000, the Girdler Corp. will receive a fee of 
$812,000. Man-hours and nayroll-cost figures for the design portion of the Girdler Corp. work are not readily 
available but can be supplied in the matter of a few days if required. 

The Cuamman. The committee would appreciate being kept in- 
formed of developments along the lines we have discussed today, par- 
ticularly on the performance of the Robbins contract. The committee 
staff will also continue to keep in touch with progress in the area, and 
will scrutinize contracts and performance thereunder. I wish to 
stress the fact that this committee is not at all satisfied with the 

yrogress in housing in the area up to this time. Many phases of the 
aaaiine program, in particular, must still be gone into in great detail. 
This is but a preliminary investigation of the Savannah River project 
and this committee will continue its inquiries. 

Thank you, gentlemen; and good evening. 

(Thereupon, at 5: 10 p. m., the joint committee adjourned. ) 

(The following were received for insertion in the record :) 


APPENDIX A 


(The following letter indicates that the Robbins Co. has finally furnished a 
performance bond, as the committee insisted that they should, This contract 
and performance thereunder will continue to be scrutinizeg by the committee.— 
Burnet R. Maysank, Chairman.) 

AToMICc ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., December 7, 1951. 
Hon. Burnet R. MAYBANK, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR MAyBANK: At the hearing before the Joint Committee on 
Defense Production on November 27, you requested that we report to you within 
10 days with respect to the du Pont Co.’s negotiations with the John L. Robbins 
Co., whereby 4,000 rental trailer units would be provided at our Savannah 
River project. 

A contract has been signed by the John L. Robbins Co., the du Pont Co., and 
approved by the Atomic Energy Commission. Delivery of this contract has 
been withheld pending release of a ruling on tax amortization by the Bureau of 
Internal Revenue. 


1 Notge.—Construction and architect-engineers. 
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A telegram from the Chemical National Bank of New York has been received 
by the du Pont Co. indicating firm intent to finance the Robbins Co. under its 
contract to the extent of $10,000,000. The commitment is subject to the issu- 
ance of a ruling by the Bureau of Internal Revenue permitting amortization 
of the Robbins Co. investment within the 4-year period covered by its contract 
with the du Pont Co. 

We have been informed today by the Bureau of Internal Revenue that a favor- 
able ruling to the Robbins Co. has been made and is en route by mail to the 
Robbins Co. : 

A $250,000 performance bond has been executed by the Hartford Accident 
& Indemnity Co. and is in the hands of the du Pont Co. 

The Robbins Co. has optioned three sites which have been approved by the 
du Pont Co. and has started construction of trailer-park facilities on one site. 
It also has firm assurance of delivery of 448 fully serviced trailer coaches by 
January 11, 1952. 

Sincerely yours, 
T. F. Farre., 
Assistant Manager 
(For and in the absence of M. W. Boyer, General Manager.) 





APPENDIX B 
INFORMATION ON SAVANNAH RIVER PROJECT 


Land area being acquired.—Approximately 202,000 acres, or 315 square miles. 
Of this acreage, 33 percent is open land, including pastures and croplands; 67 
percent is woods, including cut-over woodland. 

Extremities in area dimensions by miles.—North to south, 22.5; east to west, 
22 (the area is irregular in shape). 

Location.—On the Savannah River, 15 air miles south of Aiken, 8S. C., and 
20 air miles southeast of Augusta, Ga. 

Project boundary touched by Savannah River—Approximately 31 miles. 

Land in Aiken County being acquired:—Approximately 75,000 acres. 

Land in Barnwell County being acquired.—Approximately 125,200 acres. 

Land in Allendale County being acquired.—A pproximately 1,650 acres. 

Number of farms in area being acquired.—1,130. 

Number of cemeteries in area being acquired.—Around 150, containing about 
4,500 graves. Because of construction needs, some of the cemeteries are being 
removed and reburials made at selected sites outside the area. The cost is borne 
by the AEC. Some cemeteries within the area are sufficiently close to the 
boundaries to allow normal use by the public. 

Communities being acquired.—Ellenton (population 600) in Aiken County and 
Dunbarton (population 231) in Barnwell County ; villages include Hawthorne in 
Aiken County and Meyers Mill, Robbins, Leigh, and Hattieville in Barnwell 
County. : 

Reason for selection of site ——A low-population area near high-population com- 
munities, terrain, freedom from floods and major storms, water (quantity and 
purity), water lift, pumping distance, electric power, accessibility, transportation, 
military considerations, safety factors, and classified operating requirements of 
the plants themselves. The E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. and the Atomic 
Energy Commission made a 4-month study of 114 potential sites over the United 
States before final selection was made last November 1950 ang announcement 
of the site released on November 28, 1950. 

Procedure on acquisition —The Land Acquisition Division, Corps of Engineers, 
Department of the Army, is acquiring the property for the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, which will own, as agent for the United States Government, all land and 
buildings associated with the operation of the facility. 

Timing of acquisition.—The 202,000 acres are being acquired progressivelv in 
relationsh'’p to the needs of the Atomic Energy Commission and the du Pont 
Co. for land for construction purposes. Final date for complete acquisition is 
ae 1,1952. The community of Ellenton proper must be evacuated by February 

» 1°82. 

Persons to move from area to make way for new plant.—Around 1,500 families 
or 6,C00 persons. 

Prime contractor.—The E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., which built the huge 
atomic furnaces (reactors) at Hanford in the State of Washington during 
World War II for the production of plutonium, has the contract with the Atomic 
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Energy Commission for the design, construction, and operation of the new 
facility. Several major architect-engineer companies and construction sub- 
contractors are assisting du Pont. 

Cost of construction.—Bstimated at around $1,000,000,000. 

Peak construction force.—Estimated at 36,000 in June 1952. 

Operating force.—Between 5,000 and 6,000, 

Period of operation.—Permanent. 

Purpose of operation—To produce materials which can be used either for 
A-bombs or H-bombs. In addition, some of these materials will have wide 
significance in the peacetime application of atomic energy. No atomic weapons, 
as such, will be made in South Carolina; materials produced will be utilized 
elsewhere. 

Housing for employees.—Under an announced policy of the Atomic Energy 
Commission, no Government community such as Oak Ridge, Tenn., Richland, 
Wash., and Los Alamos, N. Mex., will be built. The Atomic Energy Commis- 
sion is looking to and depending on private builders to supply housing— 
temporary and permanent—in areas and communities near the plant site to 
take care of the construction and operations forces. 

Officials in charge.—Curtis A. Nelson, manager, Savannah River Operations 
Office, Atomic Energy Commission; Robert K. Mason, field project manager for 
construction, BE. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. 





APPENDIx C 


Unttrep Sratres Atomic Enercy ComMMIssIon, 
Washington 25, D. C., December 14, 1951. 
Hon. Burnet R. MAYBANK, 
Chairman, Joint Committee on Defense Production, 
Congress of the United States 

Dear SENATOR MAYBANK: This is in reference to Mrs. Margaret W. Becker's 
letter of December 10 requesting our review for security deletions of the com- 
pleted transcript for the November 27 hearing of the Joint Committee on Defense 
Production and our approval of the inclusion in appendix A thereto of a letter 
from General Farrell to you, dated December 7, indicating the current status of 
the du Pont Co.'s negotiations with the John L. Robbins Co, 

Our review of the transcript indicates certain necessary security deletions 
which are indicated in red on pages 13 and 17, Further, we believe it would be 
appropriate to include the above mentioned letter in appendix A_ to the 
transcript. 

With respect to your request, appearing on page 28 of the transcript, that we 
furnish you our views as to the desirability of preparing a letter for the signa- 
ture of the chairman of the joint committee to the Chief of Engineers asking 
his cooperation in expediting the completion of appraisals and payments to 
landowners, we have carefully reviewed the land-acquisition program as carried 
for us by the Chief of Engineers. The following comments are appropriate in 
relation to the testimony appearing in the hearings on pages 27 through 38. 

(a) Appraisals.—Our current reports indicate that appraisals are being made 
on schedule and are tentatively set for completion by March 31, 1952. The Chief 
of Engineers has previously considered the desirability of increasing the number 
of appraisers at this project in order to accelerate the tentative completion date, 
but qualified personnel are not available with the possible exception of one or 
two persons; and it is not considered that the services of such a limited number 
of additional appraisers would materially expedite the completion of this work. 
These appraisals are primarily made by qualified local personnel and although 
awards in seven contested cases were substantially in excess of the Govern- 
ment appraisal, it is also true that during a 4-week period subsequent to these 
verdicts, 86 additional options were signed by landowners, Therefore, we find 
no reason to believe that the appraisals, from a value standpoint, are not 
adequate. 

(b) Acquisition progress in town of Ellenton.—A total of 265 tracts is being 
acquired in Ellenton. As of December 11, 1951, appraisals have been completed 
on all but 29 tracts. We have been advised by the Corps of Engineers that 
appraisals on these 29 tracts will be completed during December. Of the 236 
tracts which have been appraised, the owners of 82 tracts have been paid; 
options have been accepted for an additional 76 tracts of which 40 must be 
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acquired by condemnation due to title defects; the remaining 36 will be acquired 
by purchase. When the acquisition is by purchase the time of payment to the 
owners has in many cases been within a 2-week period and in a number of 
instances within a 5-day period. As to the remaining 107 tracts (including the 
29 tracts not yet appraised), negotiations will be conducted with the owners 
for the purchase of these tracts, and in the event options cannot be negotiated 
or the title is defective the tracts will be acquired by condemnation. As you 
know, in condemnation cases, the amount which is estimated as just compensation 
for tracts is deposited in court. This amount is available for distribution to 
the interested parties in the amounts fixed in the discretion of the court upon 
application of the interested persons. When the only question is that of deter- 
mining value, the local court as a regular matter has allowed landowners 
payment of 100 percent of the amount deposited. As a general rule, owners will 
not be required to move from the occupied land before either (1) they are paid 
purchase price of the property, or (2) funds are deposited in the court. We are 
also advised by the Chief of Engineers that as the project has developed and 
subject to construction requirements, many owners are being permitted to 
remain in possession of their land for several weeks after payment has been 
made, although in the initial stages of the project this had not been possible due 
to the urgent need for possession of the land for construction purposes. 

In considering the land-acquisition program at Savannah River, we are of the 
opinion that the Chief of Engineers has taken every possible action within his 
means to accomplish the program within our time requirements and insofar as 
humanly possible with the least impact upon the population in that area. We 
do not know of any further specific action which could be taken by the Chief of 
HBngineers which would tend to improve the situation or lessen the impact of 
the program upon the population of the area. In conclusion, we are of the 
opinion that such a letter to the Chief of Engineers would serve no useful purpose 
at this time. A copy of this letter is being sent to the Chief of Engineers for his 
information. : 

With reference to Mrs. Becker’s comment relating to your request appearing 
on page 46 for information as to the current status of negotiations with the 
John L. Robbins Co., it is our understanding that this information was supplied 
by ensuing testimony and by General Farrel's letter of December 7. Please let us 
know if you should desire any further information in this regard. 

Sincerely yours, 
~ M. W. Boyer, General Manager. 





